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Assurance of Fulfillment of Program Requirements with
Reduced Grant Award

| hereby certify that the agency identified below will fully and effectively
implement all elements of its approved 2009-10 School Improvement Grant
(SIG) plan, including all required elements of the selected intervention model at
each SIG funded school, as defined by applicable federal statutes and described
in our agency’s revised SIG application. The reduction in 2009-10 SIG funding
from the amount initially requested by our agency will not interfere with our ability
to fulfill all required elements of the selected intervention model(s) for our SIG-

funded school(s).

Agency Name: Lindsay Unified School District

Name of Authorized Executive: Janet K. Kliegl

Title of Authorized Executive: Supermtenden

Signature of Authorized Executive: }%M 7{ %{,@ )7(
Date: 8/30/10
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SIG Application Checklist

Required Components

The following components.must be included as part of the application. Check or initial by each
component, and include this form in the application package. These forms can be downloaded
at hitp:/Avww.cde.ca.gov/sp/switTiregsig09ifa. asp. Please compile the application packet in the
order provided below.

Include this completéd checklist in the application packet

E%‘ { Form 1 Application Cover Sheat

Y (Must be signed in blue ink by the LEA Superintendent or Designee)

E%ﬁ Form 2 Collaborative Signatures
(Must be signed in blue ink by the appropriate personnel at each school selected for

participation and by the LEA Superintendent or Designee)

ﬁf’_}?orm 3 Narrative Response
g%&fom 4a LEA Projected Budget

{ fi’Form 4b School Projected Budget

Eonm 5a LEA Budget Narrative

" Form 5b School Budget Narrative

/W Form 6 General Assurances
Drug Free Workplace Certification
Lobbying Cettification
Debarment and Suspension Certification

‘Form 7 Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (three pages)

\/ 'Q}CForm 8 Waivers Requested

\,@ k{‘ Form @ Schools to Be Served Chart

v % Form 10 Implementation Chart for a Tier | or Tier [l School

Y, {A_Form 11 Implementation Chart for a Tier Il School, {if applicable)

Revised Jure 17, 2010 : N



SIG Form 1-Application Cover Sheet

Schoo! Improvement Grant (SIG)
Application for Funding

APPLICATION RECEIPT DEADLINE
July 2, 2010, 4 p.m.

Submit to:

California Department of Education
District and School Improvement Division
Regional Coordination and Support Office
1430 N Street, Suite 6208

Sacramento, CA 95814

NOTE: Please print or type all information.

County Name: County/District Code: 71993
Tulare

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Name LEA NCES Number: 0621870
Lindsay Unified School District

LEA Address Total Grant Amount Requested
371 East Hermosa $2,807,304

City Zip Code 93247

Lindsay

Name of Primary Grant Coordinator Grant Coordinator Title

Janet K. Kliegl Superintendent

Telephone Number Fax Number E-mail Address

(559) 562-5111 x 5109 (559) 562-4637 jkliegl@lindsay.k12.ca.us

CERTIFICATION/ASSURANCE SECTION: As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, |
have read all assurances, certifications, terms, and conditions associated with the federal SIG
program; and | agree to comply with all requirements as a condition of funding.

| certify that all applicable state and federal rules and regulations will be cbserved and that to the
best of my knowledge, the information contained in this application is correct and complete.

Printed Name of Superintendent or Designee Telephone Number
Janet K. Kliegl, Superiniendent {559) 562-5111 x 5109

Superi deﬁ?esi nee Signature Date
Yt - % . 8/30/10
[ v '

Revised June 17, 2010 32




SIG Form 2—Collaborative Signatures (page 1 of 2)

Collaborative Signatures: The SIG program is to be designed, implemented, and
sustained through a collaborative organizational structure that may include students,
parents, representatives of participating LEAs and school sites, the local governing
board, and private and/or public external technical assistance and support providers.
Each member should indicate whether they support the intent of this application.

The appropriate administrator and representatives for the District and School Advisory
Committees, School Site Council, the district or school English Learner Advisory
Council, collective bargaining unit, parent group, and any other appropriate stakeholder
group of each school to be funded are to indicate here whether they support this sub-
grant application. Only schools meeting eligibility requirements described in this RFA
may be funded. (Attach as many sheets as necessary.)

Name and Title Organization/ Support
Signature School Yes/No

SIG Form 2, Collaborative Signatures, has been removed due to

privacy concerns. Each school’'s SIG Form 2 is on file with the CDE.
See the CDE’s Public Access Web page at

http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/lr/cl/pa.asp for information about obtaining

access to these forms.




SIG Form 2-Collaborative Signatures (page 2 of 2}

School District Approval: The LEA Superintendent must be in agreement with the
intent of this application.

Printed Name of Signature of

CDS Code School District Name Superintendent Superintendent

Py L
71993 Lindsay Unified School Distriq Janet K. Kliegl %/z}f / M X(
/ d/ i 7 . (-

CERTIFICATION AND DESIGNATION OF APPLICANT AGENCY

Applicant must agree fo follow all fiscal reporting and auditing standards required by the
SIG appiication, federal and state funding, legal, and legislative mandates.

LEA Name: *| Lindsay Unified School District

Authorized Executive: Janet K. Klieg!, F‘:uQerintepdent

Signature of Authorized Executive %/Zf/// %/%L%{

Revised June 17, 2010 : 34




School Improvement Grant Narrative
Jefferson Elementary School
Lindsay Unified School District
SIG Form 3-Narrative Response

i. Needs Analysis

Response:

The Lindsay Unified School District (LUSD} conducted a comprehensive needs
analysis of Jefferson Elementary School in March and April 2010 and used the
results to select the best intervention model and to develop the comprehensive plan
for improvement outlined in this grant application.

Jefferson Elementary School contains grades Pre-K-6™ grade. There are 717
students in K-6" grades. lt is one of three elementary schools in Lindsay Unified
School District, which is located in Lindsay, California in the Central San Joaquin
Valley. The school district services the community of Lindsay as well as outlying
areas. The population is approximately 14,000 many work in the agricultural industry
or related businesses. Many of the families in the district work in the fields as
seasonal farm workers. The school has a Dual Immersion Program in Spanish and
English that is important fo the parents and a reason many of the parents enroll their
students at the school. Jefferson Elementary School is approximately 92%
Hispanic, 35% migrant and 65% English Language Learners (ELL). The
demographlc data is summarized in the following tables:

Student Enronent by Grade and Engllsh Proﬁmency

“Gr.-?-ide j":*'.i EL ST EO IFEPV “RFEP. . - Unknown : : GrandTotal
Tl L E T % % % T E ] % # % % %
KN 76 | 72% | 26| 25% 30 3% | 0| 0% | of, | 105 |100%
01 63 | 67% | 20| 1% 1] 1% | ol 0% 1] o 94 | 100%
02 69 | 68% | 28 | 28% 4| 4% 0 0% | 0| g | 101 |100%
03 89 | 79% | 23 .  20% 1] 1% 0| 0% 0] o | 113 | 100%
04 50 | 57% | 28| 3% 6| 7% 3| 3% 0| o 87 | 100%
05 58 | 55% | 33| 31% 9! o% 5 5% 0| o | 105 | 100%
06 50 | 53% @ 24 |  21% 8 7% | 21| 19% 0| o | 112 | 100%
Grand Total | 464 | 65% | 191 |  27% 322 | 4% | 29| 4% 1| o | 717 | 100%




Student Enrollment by Grade and Migrant Status =~~~
Grade Migrant ‘Non-Migrant Grand Total

o e % R L % # % . |
KN 39 37% 65 63% 105 100%
01 27 29% 67 71% 94 100%
02 34 34% 87 66% 101 100%
03 47 42% 66 58% 113 100%
04 26 30% 61 70% 87 100%
05 35 33% 70 67% 105 100%
06 45 40% 67 60% 112 100%
Grand Total 253 35% 464 65% 717 100%

- Student Enroliment by Grade and Hispanic Designation - -

.. Grade - | NotHispanic |. - Hispanic.- |  Grand Total .
e e sl o L #E L % | # L %
KN 4 4% 101 96% 105 100%
01 14 15% 80 85% - 94 100%
02 9 9% 92 91% 101 100%
03 5 4% 108 96% 113 100%
04 9 10% 78 90% 87 100%
05 8 8% 97 92% 105 100%
06 g 8% 103 92% 112 100%
Grand Total 58 8% 659 92% 717 100%

Assessment Instruments

. USD gathered data from multiple assessment instruments at the state and local
level. The state data includes longitudinal achievement results from CELDT, CST's,
Spanish Language Test, API, and APY (2003-20089 results). The local data included
academic achievement results from the district benchmark exams in math, language
arts, science, and social studies (all 2009/2010 results from October 2008-April
2010). The District has worked with Dr. Robert Marzano and Associates for three
years and through this work has identified the essential knowledge based on the
Califomia Content Standards and organized the content into units of study called
Measurement Topics (MT). The district then developed assessments for each MT
(referred to as MT assessments). The rubric for each for each MT has four levels of
performance: Level 1: student does not know the simple or complex knowledge
even with the help of the teacher; Level 2: student knows the simple knowledge of
the MT; Level 3: student knows the simple and the complex knowledge of the MT;
Level 4: student applies Level 3 beyond what was studied in class. After a period of
instruction, a first version of the assessment is administered (Version 1). Students
who do not score Proficient or Advanced on Version 1 are given a period of
approximately one week of re-teaching and then those students are re-assessed
using Version 2 of the MT assessment. This system of teach/re-teach began August
20089. In addition, data regarding instructional practice and teacher effectiveness
was gathered through classroom walkthroughs and the review of formal teacher
observation and evaluation documents.



Personnel Involved

Personnel from all levels of the school and district were involved in the collection and
analysis of the data. The positions involved in the process include the following:
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources, Assistant
Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction, Director of Research and Evaluation,
District Instructional Strategies Specialists, Director of Assessment and Special
Projects, current site Principal and Vice-Principal, newly selected Principal, site
classified staff, District ELD Specialist, site resource teachers, Special Education
staff, site Curriculum and Assessment Coach, selected {eachers, and parents
currently serving on the School Site Council and District English Language Advisory
Council. This diverse group of individuals ensured that the data was analyzed
thoroughly and interpreted from multiple perspectives.

Process for Analyzing Findings

The process for analyzing findings was comprehensive and involved multiple people
at each stage. The various assessment results noted above were studied at various
meetings and formal work sessions throughout the year and involved key
stakeholders at the school and district level. Key findings from the data analysis are
reported at the very end of this section.

Throughout the 2009-10 school year, site level data analysis sessions were
conducted that included the site administration, Special Education staff, resource
teachers, counselors, and all classroom teachers. The data was analyzed by
content area and disaggregated by grade, classroom, and individual student to
determine potential strengths and weaknesses throughout the school, which then
impacted decisions regarding the teaching and re-teaching of specific content to the
students. All data was openly shared amongst all staff members at the school site
and key staff members at the district office. Each data analysis session resulted in
specific action plans to be carried out by the teachers and/or site administration.
School wide findings were shared at each School Site Council meetings and the
council members that were present offered suggestions for program improvement.

Data analysis sessions at the district level take place in three separate formats. One
format is referred to as “data chats.” These were conducted in September,
December, and March during the 2009/2010 school year for Jefferson Elementary
School and included site and district level administration and the site curriculum
coach. The purpose of the data chats was for the school administration to present
their findings and actions to be taken as a resulf of recent local benchmark
assessments. [n each data chat session the site administration answered three
essential questions: 1) What does the data tell you? 2) What evidence from the data
supports your statements? 3) What actions will you take as a result of the data?
Each data chat ended with a list of actions that will be taken by the school
administration in response to the data. At the start of ensuing data chats, the
actions from the previous data chats are reviewed to ensure they were carried out.



The second form of data analysis that happened at the district level were bi-weekly
data analysis sessions in which recent local benchmark data from all schools was
extracted from the Edusoft data bank and analyzed for district-wide patterns of
strengths and weaknesses. Although the focus of these sessions was to view the
data in a “district-wide” context, the data was broken out by school site so that the
district and schools could make comparisons regarding the results of common
assessments. The findings at these data analysis sessions were summarized and
sent to all site administrators in the district.

The third form of data was collected by district level administrators who participated
in classroom walkthroughs of all classrooms at Jefferson School on five different
occasions throughout the 2009/2010 school year. The classroom visits lasted 10-15
minutes per room and were conducted by a team of three or four educators with
strong instructional backgrounds to ensure that a proper analysis of the instructional
techniques observed. Data gathered from these walkthroughs was presented to the
site administration in a walkthrough debrief session immediately following the
walkthrough. Site administration then took this data and shared it with the entire
teaching staff and established school-wide areas of focus for improving instruction
and staff development needs. School wide goals were set related to specific
instructional practices to be implemented or strengthened. The site administration
conducted follow-up walkthroughs on a weekly basis to record progress toward
instructional implementation of goals. The results of the site administration
walkthroughs were posted in the staff room and charted throughout the school year.

In addition, the following records were collected and studied as part of conducting
the comprehensive needs analysis: staff development agendas and sign-in sheets,
daily schedules and lesson plans, schedules showing the level of implementation of
California adopted standards-aligned materials and interventions, instructional
planning and assessment calendars, data analysis records, annual expenditure
reports, principal and teacher evaluation forms. The assistant superintendent of
curriculum and instruction reviewed this documentation and a summary of the
findings is included in the Specific Findings section below. |

Process for Selecting the Intervention Model

A comprehensive process was carried out over several weeks in order to select the
most effective intervention model for Jefferson Elementary School. The process
began with district leadership conducting information sessions at all schools and to
ali departments in the district regarding the four possible intervention models.

During these information meetings, all teachers, all administrators, and many
classified staff became aware of the four models and that one model wouid be
selected for Jefferson School. District leadership felt it was important to give this
information to all employees so that they could understand how the identification
happened, how it might affect their school, and because several models could
involve negotiating with the local unions. Two additional meetings were held with the
entire staff at Jefferson School to further clarify the options, discuss pros and cons to
the various intervention models, and allow time for staff fo provide specific input as



to which model they thought would be most effective for improving student
achievement at their school. A parent meeting and a School Site Council meeting
were held with similar goals and agenda. There were mulfiple meetings with key
leaders at the school site to gather input. The four intervention models were shared
as information items at the School Board meetings in March, April, and May and
after much discussion, a final Board decision was made at the School Board
meeting on May 24, 2010.

Specific Findings Resulting From the Analysis

The tables and charts below were collected and used in the data analysis and led to
a series of findings that enabled the district to choose the most effective intervention
model for Jefferson School. Each chart includes of summary of what the data
indicates and at the end of this section are the findings related fo all data.
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2003-2009 AYP ELA Percent Proficient, Jefferson
Elementary and AYP Targets

50% ‘ 46%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10% -

5%

0%

—— AYP Target
—a— Jefferson

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Graph 1 shows the ELA progress of Jefferson School over the past seven years in
regard to the AYP targets. While the data shows some growth from 2003 to 2006,
the ELA scores actually dropped after 2006 and never mef the required proficiency
levels set by the state.



Graph 2.

2003-2009 AYP Math Percent Proficient, Jefferson
Elementary and AYP Targets
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Graph 2 shows the Math progress of Jefferson School over the past seven years in
regard to the AYP targets. While the data shows some growth from 2003 to 2006,
the math scores dropped steadily after 2006 and by 2008 were 13 percentage points
below the required proficiency levels set by the state. '
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Graph 3 shows the API growth of Jefferson School since 2001-2002. The data
shows significant gains from 2001-2003 and in 2005/2006; however, there were 5



years of either no growth or negative growth with the years 2006-2009 being a
consistent downward trend.

Graph 4.
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Graph 4 shows the AP growth of Jefferson School since 2001-2002 in a slightly
different format than the previous graph. Using the actual APl scores on the 200-
1000 scale set by the state, this data shows that over nine years the school has
improved from a 547 to a 626, but there was minimal growth between 2002 and
2005 and also a downward trend from 2005 to 2008. In fact, the net growth from
2002 to 2009 is only 18 points.

Table 1

Jefferson Elementary Growth API for 2002—2009 A!i Students ‘
fand Enghsh Leamers

2006 2007.' 2008 2009‘

AII Students | 645 641 635 626
English Learners™ 623 621 613 N/A
* Estimate

** Subgroup data for ELs was not available prior fo 2006

Table 1 shows comparison AP1 levels of all students and English Learners. The data
shows a significant difference in the academic performance of EL’s when compared
to all students. EL’s APl scores are between 20 and 22 poinis lower than all
students. There is also a consistent downward trend from 2006 to 2008, with a total
drop of 10 points on the EL API during those years. The 2009 scores are only an
estimate because there was a testing irregularity at the school that disallowed an
APl score.



Table 2

Jefferson Elementary APl Ranks ‘
S S - | Similar Schools

. ‘Statewide Rank | .~ Rank -
2008 1 1
2007 1 2
2006 1 5
2005 1 3
2004 1 4
2003 2 3
2002 1 4
2001 1 2

Table 2 shows how Jefferson School ranks on API scores statewide and with similar
schools throughout the state. Since 2001 Jefferson has been ranked at the lowest
level for all but one year. in the similar school ranking, the school has been ranked
as high as level 5, but in 2007 dropped to a level 2 and in 2008 dropped down to a
level 1.

English-Language Arts

Table 3 :

Difference between Percent of Students Proficient or .
Above on 2009 CSTs at LUSD and-the State <All * -~
Students” - 8 VL TR
CSTEnglsfLanauege [ o[ ara | Gra|ars| ors
Jefferson Elem 14% | 11% | 22% | 22% | 19%
LUSD | 21% ; 10% | 32% | 27% | 25%
California ' 53% | 44% | 61% | 54% | 52%

Table 3 shows ELA CST percent proficient or advanced resuits from 2009 and how
each grade level at Jefferson School compared to the LUSD ELA CST percent
proficient or advanced scores and the state ELA CST percent proficient or advanced
scores. The data indicates that Jefferson School is the lowest performing school in
ELA at all grade levels throughout LUSD with the exception of grade 3, where the
scores are only 1% higher than the district average. When compared to the average
percent proficient throughout the state, Jefferson School is even further behind. The
school's percent proficient or advanced on the 2009 ELA CST's are between 32%
and 39% below the state average depending on the grade level.



Table 4

Difference between Percent of Students Proficientor -
Above on 2009 CSTs at LUSD and the State Engllsh
Learners . .. - . ‘ , .
gg Engilsh Language Gr 2 Gr 3 ,GF4' Gr5_ G_f 6
Jefferson Elem. 11% | 5% | 16% | 7% | 0%
LUSD 18% | 7% | 22% | 13% | 5%
California 39% | 20% | 34% i 19% | 15%
Graph 5
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Grade and English Proficiency, Jefferson
Elementary
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Table 4 and graph 5 show similar information as Table 3, but with a focus on English
| earners. The results of this data indicates that the performance of EL’s on the 2009
ELA CST's is below all other LUSD schools and significantly below the state
average of E>L’s proficient or advanced. In fact, 0% of the EL’s in Jefferson’s sixth
grade classes were proficient or advanced on the 2009 ELA CST's.



2005-2009 ELLA CST Percent Proficient and Above - Jefferson
Elementary
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Graph 5 shows the percent of students at Jefferson School that scored at the
proficient or advanced level on the ELA CST’s between 2005 and 2009. The data is
disaggregated by grade level. The purpose of this data is to follow a cohort of
students throughout the years to determine their growth over time. When foliowing
the various cohorts of learners through the grade levels over the years, there is a
consistent drop from second grade fo third grade and then a significant gain in
scores from third grade to fourth grade. After fourth grade, the ELA CST scores of
each cohort of students drops in fifth and sixth grades.

Mathematics

Table 5

Difference between Percent of Students Proficient or T
'Above on: 2009 CSTS at LUSD and the State AII
Students: . , ¥ R
CST Mathematlcs : Gr 2 Gr 3 Gr 3 Gr 5 Gr 6
Jefferson Elementary 48% | 35% | 45% | 21% | 26%
LUSD 41%  33% | 51% | 34% | 31%
California 63% | 64% | 66% ! 57% , 49%

Table 5 shows how students at Jefferson Elementary School compare to other
LUSD schools and the state on the percent proficient on the 2009 Math CST's. The
data is disaggregated by grade levels. Jefferson is higher than the district average in
grades 2 and 3, but drops below the district average in grades 4, 5, and 6. When
compared to the state, Jefferson School’s percent proficient or advanced on the

10



Math CST's is between 15% and 36% lower than the state average, depending on
the grade level.

Table 6

Difference between Percent of Students Proficientor = .
_Above on 2009 CSTs at LUSD and the State — English - ..
Learnérs el
CST Mathematics | Gr2 | .Gr3 | Gr4 | Gr5: Gré |
Jefferson Elementary | 47% | 33% | 38% | 7% | 11%
LUSD 40% | 28% | 42% | 22% | 13%
California 53% | 51% | 47% | 33% | 18%

Table 6 shows the same data as table 5, but disaggregates the information by
English Learner designation as well. The data shows that math may be an area of
strength in grades 2, 3, and 4, but then again, a significant drop off in percent
proficient or advanced in grades 5 and 6. While the differences between Jefferson
School, other LUSD schools, and the state are not as significant for IzL's in Math,
they are still very low in grades 5 and 6.

Graph 6

2005-2009 Math CST Percent Proficient and Above - Jefferson
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Graph 6 shows the percent proficient or advanced of a cohort of students from 2005-

2009. The data shows a consistent growth pattern from grades 2-4, a big drop in
grade 5 and then a slight increase in grade 6, never recovering to the higher levels
in grade 4.
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Science

Table 7

Difference between Percent of Students Proficient or Above on
2009 CSTs at LUSD and the State All Students :

CST Science - Grade 5

“Gr5

17%

Jefferson Elementary
LUSD 23%
California 49%

Table 7 shows that Jefferson 5% graders are below the other LUSD schoois in
percent proficient or advanced on the Science CST's by 5 percentage points and

below the state average by 32 percentage poinis.

Table 8

Difference between Percent of Students Proficient or Above on

2009 CSTs at LUSD and the State Enghsh Learners

CST Science - Grade 5 - Gr5s- :
Jefferson Elementary 3%
LUSD 11%
California 17%

Table 8 shows the same information as Table 7, but further disaggregates the

information by English Learners. Only 3% of EL's at Jefferson School are proficient

or advanced on the 2009 Science CST'’s, compared fo 11% overall at LUSD and

17% throughout California.

Graph 7
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Graph 7 shows that the percent proficient or advanced on the Science CST's has

increased from 2% in 2005 to 17% in 2009. While this is a study growth pattern, 17%

proficient or advanced is still very low.
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Gainers, Stickers and Sliders CST Data 2006-2009

The following graphs shows the percent of students who moved to the next
performance level (gainers), remained at the same performance level (stickers), or
moved backwards (sliders) from year to year on the Math and ELA CST tests. The
data for each year is a direct comparison of how the student performed from the
previous year. For example, the Grade 3 scores show the percent of students who
were “gainers”, “stickers”, or “sliders” from second to third grade.

Grade 3 ELA PL Change over 3 CST Cycles
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For both of the 3" grade charts, the percent of students labeled as “gainers”
decreased each year, while the percent of students labeled as “sliders” increased
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each year in Math and ELA. This demonstrates a negative growth pattern from 2n
3" grade three years in a row.
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For both of the 4% grade charts, the percent of students labeled as “gainers”

increased each year, while the percent of students labeled as “sliders” increased or
" remained the same each year in Math and ELA. This demonstrates a positive growth
pattern from 3rd-4th grade three years in a row.
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Grade 5 ELA PL Change over 3 CST Cycles
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Grade 5 Math PL Change over 3 CST Cycles
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For both of the 5" grade charts, the percent of students labeled as “gainers”
decreased from 2007 to 2009, while the percent of students labeled as “sliders”
increased from 2007-2008 in Math and ELA. This demonstrates a general negative
growth pattern from 47-5" grade two out of the three years.
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Grade 6 ELLA PL Change over 3 CST Cycles
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For both of the 6™ grade charts, the percent of students labeled as “gainers”
increased each year, while the percent of students labeled as “sliders” increased or
remained the same each year in Math and ELA. This demonstrates a positive growth
pattern from 576" grade three years in a row.

The overall summary of the Gainers, Stickers, and Sliders data indicates that the
teaching strengths for the school are at grades 4 and 6. These are the grade levels
in which most students made gains when comparing scores from the previous years.
Site and district administrative walkthrough’s to all classrooms on the site support
this conclusion.
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District-Level Data Analysis during 2009/2010

The following action iterms were established for Jefferson School based on the
district data analysis session conducted with the school administration in December
2009:

1. Math:

a. During the next testing window teachers will plan and pace out how/when
the standards for those Measurement Topics will be taught. Each grade
level will have follow-up walkthroughs conducted by site administration to
ensure adherence to the pacing schedule.

2. English Language Arts

a. Use the diagnostic test from the Treasures adopted textbook

b. Establish a writing “campaign” throughout the school to monitor writing

c. Every Monday all teachers will participate in in-depth planning sessions to
analyze student-writing samples and plan writing instruction for the week.

3. Implement a Saturday school intervention. The lowest performing students from
each classroom will attend and the focus will be on specific Measurement
Topics/Standard focus areas for these students.

4. Science/Social Studies

a. Site administration will request learning goals for these content areas and
conduct classroom walkthrough's to ensure the lesson plans are being
followed.

The following action items were established for Jefferson School based on the
district data analysis session conducted with the school administration in March
2010:
1. Math
a. Implement an intervention with 30 third grade students attending the
STARS after school program three days a week
b. Begin a math facts “campaign” to ensure that 100% of 2"*-6" graders
know all math facts by June 2010
¢. Continue close administrative monitoring of grade level teams in the
planning and instructional focus
2. English Language Arts
a. ELA schedules to be closely reviewed by site administration to ensure 60
minutes of writing per day
b. Continue administrative monitoring of writing campaign
c. Teachers required to provide individual feedback on each writing piece per
week as evidenced on the writing walls
3. Science/Social Studies
a. Site administration will randomly select vocabulary charts for Social
Studies and Science to monitor vocabulary instruction. Seven classrooms
will be checked each week.
b. Staff development session each Wednesday for implementation of the Six
Step Vocabulary process
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District Level Data Analysis Sessions during 2009/2010

End of Measurement Topic benchmark assessments were administered throughout
the 2009/2010 school year and analyzed at the district level. This section includes a
summary of student learning at Jefferson School for several of these assessment
periods. Specific data related to this section is found in Appendix B.

The November 2008, February 2010, and March 2010 data showed a significant
increase in the percent of students reaching proficient or advanced levels on the
district standards-based assessments after the re-teach/re-assess period for various
reporting periods. The content areas included English Language Arts, Spanish Math,
Social Studies, Science, and Spanish Language Arts. In ELA and Spanish Math
Addition and Subtraction assessment, every grade level showed promising growth
on some of standards after the re-teach period. The Social Studies assessment
results for grades K-5 was very low, even after the re-teach period. In fact, there
were some grade levels that did not have any students reach the proficient or
advanced levels. The Science scores show that in every grade level, there were very
few students who scored proficient or advanced. In fact, most students scored in the
far below basic level causing concern as to whether the Science content was even
taught. The most promising resulfs of the re-teach came from the students who took
the Spanish Language Arts assessments in grades K-3 and 51 Over 50% of these
students reached the proficient or advanced levels. However, due to very poor
instruction in grades 4™ and 6" the percentage of student in the far below basic
level increased significantly after the re-teach.

The February 2010 and March 2010 data analysis session compared K-6 ELA data
for English Learners and K-6 ELA data for non-English Leamners. The number of
_EL’s taking both versions of the assessment was nearly equal, showing that nearly
all EL’s had to re-take that ELA assessment. On nearly every assessment in grades
2-6, there was a backward trend in the percent of learners showing proficient or
advanced scores on version #1 and version #2. On nearly every assessment there
was improvement on one or two standards after the re-teach, but for all other
standards (usually about 3-6 standards in each grade level) scores either remained
flat or went backwards.

For non-English Learners, the data was very similar in grades K-3" with a very flat or
non-existent growth trend from version #1 to version #2. Also in grades K-3rd, the
difference in the percent Proficient or Advance between EL's and non-EL’s was very
low. In several instances, the EL's actually outperformed the non-EL’s. However, in
grades 476", the percent Proficient/Advanced increased significantly after the re-
teach and the gap between EL’'s and non-EL’s increased with each grade level. By
the 6% grade non-EL’s were outperforming EL’s by 25-40% on nearly every
standards.

Key Findings From Data Analysis:
1. Student achievement is unacceptably low in all content areas and most grade
levels on nearly every measure of student learning
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2. Student achievement peaked in 2006 and has steadily declined or remained
flat for the past three years

3. English Language Arts is a particular area of weakness

4. Learning for English Language Learners is significantly lower than the whole
school, other schools in the district and the state

5. Under the leadership of the current principal, the school has had a net API
gain of 18 points over 8 years

6. Local assessment results improved in ELA and Math after re-teaching and re-
assessing specific standards, indicating that the re-teach/re-assess model is
effective for increasing learning

7. Not enough learmers were given extra time in various interventions offered by
Jefferson School throughout the school year

8. Approximately 50% of the teachers effectively and consistently implement
learned staff development in literacy and math

9. Learning in four classrooms at the school site was seriously compromised
because the teachers were highly ineffective

10. Efforts to monitor implementation of staff development and site procedures
were successful when the data was made transparent so that it was easy to
determine who was implementing or not implementing

11.Grade levels that regularly collaborated provided the most consistent
standards-based instruction and got the best results on local assessments

12. Evaluations conducted by site administration followed by disciplinary action
proved to be effective for moving several ineffective teachers out of the
district

13. Follow-up actions from the district data chats were implemented slowly and
with little effectiveness

- 14.School culture and disagreements with the site principal and certain district

and site staff members negatively impacted learning

15. State adopted ELA program was implemented with fidelity beginning in
January 2010 ‘

16. State adopted Math program is not implemented with fidelity

17.Instructional pacing and planning was not effective until November/December
2009, this impacted how learners performed on all fall 2009 local
assessments

18. Science and Social Studies are not taught consistently or effectively in many
classrooms due to lack of instructional planning and monitoring

19.Many professional development opportunities were offered over the past 8
years, but the follow-through and coaching in many of the staff development
efforts was not consistent until the beginning in November 2009

20. Literacy instruction was not monitored nor was literacy a key expectation prior
to the district mandate in fall of 2009

21.A major and successful writing campaign was implemented beginning in
November 2009

22.Data analysis sessions of local assessment results were consistently
conducted beginning in fall 2009. Prior to that, the data analysis sessions
were inconsistent and did not improve student learning
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23. Approximately 50% of the teachers are considered satisfactory, 35% are
considered “needs to improve,” and 15% are considered highly
ineffective/unsatisfactory

24. Categorical funds were used to hire personnel, purchase materials, and
provide intervention; but these personnel, materials, and interventions had
minimal impact on learning

25 Ineffective and inefficient use of support staff, including special education
staff, resource teachers, counselors, and outreach consultants

26. Parent participation in school activities has increased greatly over the past
two years, but the education and literacy levels of many parents limits their
engagement in the academic support for their children

| ii. Selection of Intervention Models

After careful analysis of all data, study of the findings, and a thorough process of
gathering input from all stakeholders, the Lindsay Unified School Board selected the
Turnaround Model for Jefferson Elementary School. The process included three
separate meetings with the school staff, two meetings with parents, two formal public
hearings, and many hours of deliberation at the Cabinet and School Board levels.
The process and summary of each of those meetings in described below.

Meetings and Input from Jefferson Staff

District administration met with the school staff in early-March 2010, prior to the
formal designation as a Persistently Low Achieving School. The purpose of this
meeting was to explain the recent Race to the Top Legislation and the interaction of
this legislation with the list of Persistently Low Achieving Schools and the School
Improvement Grant (SIG) and the possible models that may be selected to improve
achievement at Jefferson School. General questions were answered and the site
was “put on notice” of the possibilities that may be coming shortly.

After being formally designated as a Persistently Low Achieving School, District
administration conducted two additional meetings with the staff at Jefferson School.
One was conducted in Mid-March and went further in detail on the models and what
- this meant for Jefferson School. On April 19, 2010, district administration conducted
a formal meeting with all staff at Jefferson School to gather input as to which model
would be best for Jefferson School. It was made clear that the School Closure and
the Restart intervention models were not feasible because the limited facilities in the
district and the timelines involved in converting a school fo a charter. Therefore, the
two options that were discussed in-depth were the Transformational Model and the
Turnaround Model. As a group the pros and cons of each model were listed and
each staff member was given the opportunity to individualty submit a
recommendation in writing as to which model they thought would be best for
Jefferson School. Staff members overwhelmingly recommended the
Transformational Model. Many of the reasons given for this recommendation
involved the staff's concerns over not re-hiring 50% of the staff. They were
concerned that this would be too great of a disruption and the incoming Principal did
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not know enough about the current staff to make the decision as to who should stay
and who should go. At that time, they did not know who the new principal would be
and that was of great concern to the staff.

Meetings and Input from Jefferson Parents

Two meetings were held with Jefferson School Parents to inform them of the
intervention models and allow them the opportunity to provide input. The general
meeting was held on Aprif 20, 2010 and was an open meeting for all parents. The
second meeting was with the School Site Council. Parents mostly asked questions
about what this would mean for their children and provided very little input or
preference as to which model would be best to choose. The parent group shared the
need to increase expectations for teachers and students and increase accountability
for everyone involved in educating their children. The parents liked the Measurement
Topics and Assessment system and thought the instruction as a result of this new
system was much more rigorous than previous years.

Meetings and Input from Cabinet and School Board

Early meetings between the Superintendent and school Principal began in January
2010 to discuss probable release due to lack of student achievement at the school.
These meetings discussed many of the issues related to the findings summarized
above. As the RTTT Legislation unfolded and the Persistently Low Achieving School
process was made clear by CDE, the local School Board was kept informed. They
were made aware of the various models and that one or more schools in the district
could be selected. Cabinet members and School Board members considered the
site and district-wide ramifications of each model, the findings from the needs
analysis, and the input for the staff and parent in determining the serious need for
comprehensive reform at Jefferson Elementary School. The Turnaround Model was
ultimately selected as the intervention model.

Why the Turnaround Model was selected

The key findings of the data analysis included in this grant narrative clearly
demonstrate that there are muitiple issues that are impacting leamning at Jefferson
School. However, nearly all of the issues related to learning center around two broad
areas; leadership inadequacies and teacher ineffectiveness.

To demonstrate, information from the key findings related to leadership
inadequacies inciude:
e Under the leadership of the current principal, the school has had a net AP
gain of 18 points over 8 years
« Student achievement peaked in 2006 and has steadily declined or remained
flat for the past three years
« Not enough learners were given extra time in various interventions offered by
Jefferson School throughout the school year. Interventions were slow to start
and then implemented with far too few students
« Follow-up actions and directives from the district data chats were
implemented slowly and with little effectiveness

21



e School culture and disagreements with the site principal and certain district
and site staff members negatively impacted learning

« State adopted ELA program was not implemented with fidelity until January
2010, over five months into the school year

« Literacy instruction was not monitored nor was literacy a key expectation in
the classrooms prior to the district mandate in fall of 2009

« Data analysis sessions of local assessment results were consistently
conducted beginning in fall 2009, only after the district scheduled the data
chats throughout the year and provided support in how to conduct them. Prior
to that, the data analysis sessions were inconsistent and did not improve
student learning

e Categorical funds were used to hire personnel, purchase materials, and
provide intervention; but these personnel, materials, and interventions had
minimal impact on learning and were not used strategically or with specific
intent to improve learning

Furthermore, information from the key findings related to teacher ineffectiveness
includes:

« Student achievement is unacceptably low in all content areas and most grade
levels on nearly every measure of student learning

« Approximately 50% of the teachers effectively and consistently implement
learned staff development in literacy and math

« Learning in four classrooms at the school site was seriously compromised
because the teachers were highly ineffective

« Evaluations conducted by site administration followed by district disciplinary
action proved to be the only effective method for moving several ineffective
teachers out of the district

« Instructional pacing and planning was not effectively used until
November/December 2009, this impacted how learners performed on all fall
2009 local assessments

« Science and Social Studies are not taught consistently or effectively in many
classrooms due to lack of instructional planning and administrative monitoring

» Many professional development opportunities were offered over the past 8
years, but the follow-through and coaching in many of the staff development
efforts was not consistent until January 2010

« Approximately 50% of the teachers are considered satisfactory, 35% are
considered “needs to improve,” and 15% are considered highly
ineffective/unsatisfactory

¢ Grade levels that regularly collaborated provided the most consistent
standards-based instruction and got the best results on local assessments
Many grade levels did not effectively collaborate

Because so many of the findings related directly to leadership inadequacies and

teacher ineffectiveness, the LUSD School Board and District Administration
determined that it was essential to select the Turnaround Model. This model allows
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the district to remove the principal, re-hire only 50% of the staff, offer financial
incentives linked to teacher performance, restructure the school governance to give
more district over site, implement a standards-based instructional program, increase
learning time, implement effective staff development, and improve teacher
collaboration. All of these items were considered essential to turning the school's
academic achievement around.

The other intervention models were not selected for various reasons. The School
Closure Mode! could not be selected in Lindsay Unified because the physical
limitations of schools throughout the district would not allow space for all of the
students at Jefferson School to transfer to. The Restart Model was not selected
because of the short timeline requirements for when the school was given the
Persistently Low Achieving Status and when a Charter Scheol Application would
need to be approved by the State Board of Education. The Transformational Model
was seriously considered because it would allow for the removal of the Principal and
the increase of learning time; however, with so many issues related to teacher
ineffectiveness, the moving of ineffective teachers was paramount. [n addition, the
Turnaround model allows the new Principal to begin the urgent reform eifforts
described in the next section without the Program [Improvement status,
requirements, and time constraints.

| iii. Demonstration of Capacity to Implement Selected Intervention Models

In response to the needs analysis and key findings, the district has planned to
implement the following reform efforts to improve learning at Jefferson Elementary
School. This section includes the actions that will be taken, how the action is linked
to a key finding, and how the School Improvement Grant funding will be used to
support these actions. :

Action #1 — Remove the School Principal (Key Findings #1, 2, 5, 7, 13, 14, 15,
16, 18, 19, 20, 22, 24) — The LUSD School Board approved this action on March 8,
2010. A new principal was selected for the school in April 26, 2010. The principal
will be given sufficient operational flexibility over site decisions. She will have
flexibility over her site and site restricted budgets. She will make the decision as to
which teachers to keep and which to remove. She will make other personnel
decisions as to who is kept in which positions. This action has no impact on SIG
funds.

Action #2 — Re-hiring of not more than 50% of the staff (Key Findings #8, 9, 11,
12, 17, 18, 19, 23) — Seven teachers were removed or resigned from the district and
six were transferred to other schools in the district. We re-hired less than 50% of the
teaching staff. All of these movements were finalized on June 3, 2010. See Action
#11 for details on the selection of staff for the school. This action has no impact on
SIG funds.
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Action #3 - Increase Regular Instructional day by 55 minutes per day for all
students (Key Findings #1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 18). The instructional day for all teachers
and students will be from 8:15 am -3:30 pm Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and
Friday (Wednesday is staff development) Wednesday instructional day for
students will be from 8:15am -12:50 pm. This will increase the day by 1 hour per
teacher per day. We will submit a Waiver to CDE as required. This will be funded by
SIG funds: Year 1 cost = $310,445 (33 teachers for one extra hour per @ $46.30 per
hour + benefits); Year 2 cost = $ 325,968 (5% increases for step and column
advancement and COLA); Year 3 cost = $342,266 (5% increases for step and
column advancement and COLA)

Increased Instructional Time Number of Hours Increased

55 minutes per day, four days per week | 135hours
(ali students) '

1 hour intervention four days per week 144 hours
(sustainable after SIG)

1 hour teacher collaboration one day per | 36 hours
week described under staff development
below (sustainable after SIG)

Total Increase 315 hours/year

The daily insiructional schedule will be as follows:
1.5 hours of math (2™ —6™ will be from 8:15-9:45 a.m.)
2.5 hours of English Language Arts
.5 hours of English Language Development
1 hour of Science
1 hour of History/Social Science
.5 hours of Physical Education

Action #4 Extended 60 minutes of Intervention Instruction daily for specific
subgroups {Key Findings #1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 18). From 3:30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. daily,
selected students will receive intervention instruction as outlined below. This will be
funded by SIG funds: total cost = $364,992 Year 1; $152,722 Year 2; $155,867
Year 3

Year 1: $60,685 for intervention teacher pay (10 teachers x 4 hours per week x 32
weeks x $42 per hour + benefits), Year 2: $60,630 and Year 3: $60,800

Year 1$69,658 (salary + benefits); Year 2 $72,735; Year 3: $75,290 for a full time
technician to troubleshoot technology problems related to computer programs
used for additional interventions.

Year 1 only: $60,000 for 100 computers, $40,000 for instructional software, $60,000
for leveled reading books, $60,000 for library books, $50,000 for projectors,
response cards, Quomo boards, and document camera. Year 2 only: $60,000 for
300 Netbooks @ $200 each
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Target Group

Intervention

Number of Learners

1. Advanced learners

Arts, Technology, Theatre,
STEM activities

25-30 learners per teacher

2. Basic

Supplemental Math, ELA,
Science, Social Studies

15-20 learners per room,
targeted instruction

3. Far Below Basic/Below
Basic

Intensive ELA and ELD

5-7 learners per teacher

4. Learners three or more
years below grade level

Intensive Literacy
instruction (such as

2 learners per group
maximum

Reading Recovery)

The school will provide interventions as noted to as many students as possible
hased on the number of effective teachers that will agree to work the extra hour with
proper compensation. Students will be selected as follows: All K-6 students for each
group listed above are identified first by teacher input. The student intervention lists
are then modified based on CST and local assessment data. Initial lists will be
created in the spring of 2010 and finalized the first week of school 2010.
interventions begin the second week of school, August 23, 2010.

In order to effectively implement the interventions, the school will purchase a variety
of instructional materials including leveled reading books, library books, teacher and
student computers, various instructional software (such as Accelerated Reader,
FASST Math, Lexia, Imagine English, etc), Netbooks, overhead projectors, response
cards, Quomo boards, and document cameras. In addition, a full time technician will
be hired to ensure that all technology components of the interventions are reliable
and robust. (The reliability of the technology has been an issue in the past). All
interventions will be closely coordinated with the Migrant and After School Program
to ensure effective use of time, staff, and resources as well as to enhance the
sustainability of the practices after the grant funding ends.

Action #5- Provide On-going, job-embedded Staff Development (Key Findings
#1, 3, 4, 8, 10, 11, 15, 16, 17, 19, 22)

Each Wednesday staff development —

1:00-2:00 p.m. - Formal and structured collaboration with grade levels teams with a
focus on data analysis and instructional planning. it is imperative that the staff
collaborates on a regular basis. This will help the new teachers to the site as they
can learn during these collaboration sessions from master teachers, it will help to
strengthen the planning for lessons so that instruction continues to be more rigorous,
and it wili help to put into practice those things that have been learned during staff
development. '

2:00-4:30 p.m. — Specific trainings related to Literacy, Math, or Dennis Parker's
Strategic Schooling and teacher planning. '
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Literacy Training — Each Wednesday, for at least the first eight weeks of the school
year, staff will be trained on employing effective literacy strategies in their classroom.
Follow up coaching and support will be provided throughout the year with the
resource teachers noted in Action #6. SIG funded, cost = $6,400 in consulting fees
(64 hours of training and coaching at $100/hour) in Year 1 only.

Dennis Parker's Strategic Schooling — Training with the entire staff during the
three voluntary staff development days: August 16, 2010, September 24, 2010, and
January 18, 2010. The focus on the “Twelve Bread and Butter Strategies” to
improve CST scores. This will be SIG funded: $18,675 in Year 1 only; Teacher
costs = $11,175 ($100 stipend X 33 teachers X 3 days + benefits); Consultant costs
= $7.500 (1FTE x 3 days x $2,500/day).

Math Training with Head-Pollett — 2-day summer training institute provided for
experienced teachers and a 3-day summer training institute provided for new
teachers on July 26-28, 2010. Math Consultants will work with the district for an
additional 10 days throughout the year and teachers wil receive daily support of the
math resource teacher noted below. This will not be not be funded by SIG.

Action #6 - Effective and Strategic Use of Additional Resource Teachers (Key
Findings #1, 3, 4,7, 8, 10, 11, 15, 1, 17, 20, 22, 23)
Hire two additional Resource Teachers to build capacity at the school; one would
have expertise in Mathematics and the one would have expertise in ELA. This will
be SIG funded: Cost Year 1 = $207,888 (salary + benefits); Cost Year 2 = $214,168
(salary + benefits); In Year 3 we will hire only one additional Resource Teacher
because capacity will be built. Cost Year 3 = $112,525 (salary + benefits).
Work schedule would be from 8:30 —4:30 p.m., ensuring they would teach the 60
minutes of daily extended learning time.
Responsibilities of Resource Teachers include:
« Reading instruction in small groups in the classroom during the day
« Instruction after school with Below Basic, Far Below Basic learners
« Modeling guided reading and literacy instruction in the classroom for teachers
in the classrooms
e Conduct literacy staff development
e Conducting all DRA testing and reviewing results with classroom teachers
e Lead the Accelerated Reader campaign, writing campaign, and math facts
campaign

Action #7 — Restructure the use of Counseling/Outreach Consultant Staff and
strengthen links with Lindsay Healthy Start (Key Findings #1, 13, 14, 25) — This
will not be SIG funded.
There are three full time counselors at Jefferson Elementary. One is an Outreach
Consultant, another has a primary responsibility for the Bully Prevention Program,
and the third person is a counselor. The workday for the counselors needs to be
restructured to best meet the needs of the students.

« Daily schedule to be 7:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.
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Conduct various support groups {behavioral support, peer mediation/conflict
resolution) only before school, during lunch, and after school at these times,
not during instructional time: 7:45-8:15, 10:40-12:50, and 3:30 —4:30

All referrals will go to counseling staff first. Once the referral is received, one
of the counselors will review the referral and determine if it is a counseling
issue or discipline issue. If it is a counseling issue, the child will be scheduled
immediately. If it is a discipline issue, the child will be sent to the office. Ifitis
an issue for both counseling and discipline, the counselor will set up the
counseling appointment and then send the child to the front office for
discipline.

Counselors will be visible to students, parents and teachers before and after
school, during recess and lunch to be preventive of potential discipline issues
throughout campus.

Counselors will conduct/lead/coordinate Olweaus Bully Prevention efforts
sometimes in the classroom and sometimes outside the classroom (recess or
lunch).

Counselors will recruit and train parent volunteers, make referrals and act as
liaison to Healthy Start as needed, conduct parent trainings/Parent University,
coordinate the Girls Club/Boys Club, coordinate all SST's, COST, Attendance
Review Team, conduct case management, coordinate award assemblies.
lLindsay Healthy Start, a family resource center, will provide services fo
Jefferson Elementary School. The Healthy Start collaborative is composed of
20 community agencies, including health, mental health, and social services.

Action #8 - Revamping the Teacher and Administrative Evaluation System
(Key Findings #1, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 19, 23) — This will not be SIG funded.

All teachers and the principal as well as other administrative staff will be
formally evaluated each year.
The district will utilize the language in the current Standards for California
Teachers, specifically Standard Five: Assessing Student Learning. Lindsay
Teachers’ Association (LTA) has already negotiated this language, and it is in
the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA). {Appendix C) The District will
write, in collaboration with members of LTA, a rubric that defines four different
levels of performance for each the standards. Distinguished= Level 4,
Proficient(satisfactory) = Level 3, Needs to Improve = Level 2,
Unsatisfactory = Level 1.
District administration will train the principal regarding the evaluation process.
After two years of overall unsatisfactory performance rating, the teacher will
be frozen on the salary schedule. This has already been negotiated with LTA
and is a part of the CBA. (Appendix C, Section 19.8)
Teachers will be expected to ensure that every student in their class makes at
least one year's growth in one year's time in order fo receive a proficient
(satisfactory) evaluation (special education students will meet [EP goals).
The individual student growth will be based on the following:

o DRA will be used to determine pre and post reading levels
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o A comprehensive math assessment developed by Action Leamning
Systems will determine pre and post math levels
Teachers will also be expected to meet classroom level growth targets
specific to how the class scores as a whole. These goals include the
following: '
. API1 (2"-6™ grade only}- As a whole, the class will attain the state API
targets for the school

_ CELDT — As a whole, the class will make their AMAO 1. This is the required
percent of EL’s that will move at least one performance level each year —
required level is 54.6% in 2010/2011.

. CST Assessment Goal (3“"—6“‘ grade only): 10% more students will move
into the Proficient or Advanced level! that were not in the Proficient or
Advanced level the previous year. This applies for Math and ELA for grades
396t For example, if a class group as a whole, came into this particular
teachers class with 35% Proficient/Advanced in Math in 2009/2010, then that
percent as a whole class will increase to 45% Proficient/Advanced in

. 2010/2011.

_ Local Measurement Topic (MT) Assessment Goal: 50% of the students in
the class will attain Level 3 (minimum proficiency level expected of all
learners on the district MT's) knowiedge or higher on the end-of-topic
assessments after the re-teach/re-assess time for each MT assessment.
Special Education students will meet 1EP goals and 504 Plans to determine
proficiency.

Action #9 — Provide Rewards/Incentives for teacher performance and
achievement results (Key Findings #1, 4, 5, 8, 9, 12, 14, 23, 24) — This will be
funded by SIG — Potential cost estimated at $122,667 in Year 1; $123,042 Year 2,
$123,466 Year 3

« Grade level financial awards will be given to an entire grade level for
exceeding the MT growth goals outiined above. $3,000 per teacher in
the grade level for exceeding the 55% end of year MT goal (Special
Education students will reach goals in IEP and 504 plans). Certificated
Instructional Support staff (Resource teachers, Special Ed teacher,
Counselors, Curriculum Coach) will receive a $3,000 stipend if the
entire school exceeds the 55% end of year MT goal. Total for both
teachers, resource teachers and counselor is $3,000 x 36 staff +
benefits = $122,667

« School wide —~Awards and social events will be sponsored by the
school SIG funds for attaining the schoo! wide goals outlined in section
ix of this application. These include, but are not limited to the following:
McDermott Days (a local sports and recreation facility with bounce
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houses, laser tag, flow rider, rock climbing wall and more), ice cream
social, BBQ’s - $2,000.
» Individual - awards will be given in the form of public recognition and
increased classroom supply budgets. $2,000
» Principal's discretionary awards — these will be given to teachers or
students based on student achievement and will include periodic items
such as Starbucks cards, lunch certificates, classroom supplies, etc -
$2,000
s Student awards for Measurement Topic growth and STAR/CST resulis:
the student is given one ticket for every point of growth and then
drawings for rewards such as Mustang CST shirt, play day, certificate
to local store, etc. Cost will be $10,000.
» Unsatisfactory performance evaluation will results in ineligibility for any
performance awards 7
Action #10: Governance Structure (Key Findings #1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 18,
20, 24, 25):
A new Governance Structure will be established at Jefferson School in which all
activities and actions outlined in the SIG application will be closely monitored by the
Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and I[nstruction. The Assistant
Superintendent will be responsible for meeting bi-weekly with the school principal to
discuss progress, analyze data, and plan next steps for improving learing. The
purpose of the meetings will be to ensure program fidelity and effective
implementation of the specified action items. In addition, the Assistant
Superintendent will deliver monthly updates regarding academic progress to all
Cabinet and School Board members. The Assistant Superintendent will also attend
School Site Council meetings and site Leadership Team meetings at least quarterly
and will serve as the final approval for all expenditures related to the grant
" implementation.

Action #11: Recruit, Place and Retrain Staff (Key Findings #1, 2, 8, 9, 11,17, 19,
23)

On March 8, 2010 the Governing Board took action to remove the principal of
Jefferson Elementary School. Along with the principal, between March and June
2010, probationary teachers with low student achievement scores and ineffective
instruction al practices were non-reelected and released. In addition, a number of
permanent teachers resigned or were voluntarily and involuntarily transferred from
Jefferson Elementary.

To begin the principal replacement search, approximately ten candidates were
selected from a pool of 60 applicants. Reference checks conducted prior o
beginning the selection process narrowed the pool to six. All candidates were highly
qualified, experienced administrators who came highly recommended from their
previous Districts. Candidates went through a rigorous two day selection process
which consisted of four parts: (1) a personal interview with a panel of site and district
administration and certificated and classified staff; (2) an analysis of actual Jefferson
Elementary student achievement data followed with the task of creating a written
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one year action plan to improve student achievement; (3) a lesson observation,
analysis, and debrief with the Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and
Instruction; and (4} a second personal interview with the Superintendent and
Assistant Superintendents for the three finalists selected in round one. The principal
selection process concluded with Board approval of the new principal on April 26,
2010.

Shortly after her appointment, the new principal began the process to select
Jefferson’s feaching staff. The principal was provided with two years of most recent
student achievement data by individual teacher. After an analysis of the data, the
principal conducted personal interviews with each potential returning teacher. She
visited classrooms to determine the level of effective instruction. The principal then
recommended the transfer of seven permanent teachers. Five of the identified
teachers were transferred, filling all available vacancies at other schoals in the
district. Following personal interviews with permanent district teachers who had
requested a voluntary transfer to Jefferson Elementary, two permanent teachers
were voluntarily transferred to Jefferson. Thus, we retained less than 50% of the
teaching staff at Jefferson Elementary.

Concurrent with the principal selection process and the release and fransfer of
existing staff, a number of activities {o recruif new highly qualified teachers to
Jefferson Elementary were conducted. District and site administration and staff
attended teacher recruitment fairs at Fresno Pacific University (March 18), Fresno
State University (April 8) and the Tulare County Office of Education (April 17).
District Human Resources staff also worked closely with California Teacher
Recruitment Office staff located at the Tulare County Office of Education to identify
highly qualified teacher candidates. Teaching positions for candidates holding
Multiple Subject with CLAD or BCLAD were also posted to the Ed-Join teacher
recruitment website. Jefferson Elementary offers Dual Immersion and English only
programs, so efforts focused on recruiting both highly qualified English only and
Spanish bilingual candidates. As a result of these recruitment efiorts, an estimated
total of 450 — 500 applicanis were identified to fill teacher vacancies at Jefferson.

The principal and site staff selected approximately 30 candidates for consideration to
fill available vacancies. Once credentials were verified, candidates participated in a
selection process that included a personal interview and teaching a lesson to a
classroom of Jefferson students. Over the course of several weeks, all vacancies
were filled with the final teacher hired on June 3, 2010. Teachers were assigned to
programs and grades based on personal requests, credentials, prior teaching
experience, and individual strengths as determined by the principal and interview
team.

An analysis of the data collected during the comprehensive needs assessment
conducted at Jefferson Elementary in March and April 2010, indicated that student
achievement scores were generally low in all content areas at all grade levels.
Although many professional development opportunities had been provided to staff
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over the previous eight years, teachers had not consistently implemented the
programs, methods, and strategies presented in staff development sessions nor did
site administration provide follow up staff development or monitor implementation
efforts. As a result of the failure to implement and monitor and considering the large
number of new teachers to Jefferson Elementary, a comprehensive plan for staff
development was designed by the principal and the site leadership team and
approved by the district. The staff development to be provided will retrain returning
teachers and initiate new teachers to the programs, methods, and strategies that all
teachers will be expected to implement with fidelity and will be closely monitored and
evaluated by site and district administration. Examples of intensive staff
development that will be provided during summer vacation and the 2010 — 2011
school year include but are not limited to: Treasures Anthology, the District's K-6
adopted English Language Arts program (June 22-24); Head Pollet Math (July 26-
29); Write From the Beginning (August 5); E-ducate, the District’s student
assessment and reporting database (August 9); student discipline and support
(August 11); special needs students and differentiated instruction (August 11);
collaboration - data analysis and planning instruction to meet individual student
needs (August 13); and utilizing technology in the classroom (September 7).

Jefferson’s teaching staff wants their students to learn and be successful. Through
the implementation of high quality staff development with onsite coaching by
resource teachers and administration, through the implementation of professional
learning communities designed by the Re-Inventing Schools Coalition (RISC), and
through the use of weekly collaboration time, staff will become highly trained to
design and deliver an effective instructional program that will meet individual needs
and improve student achievement which is absolutely necessary to sustain long term
success at the school.

( iv. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers

This section not applicable to the Turnaround Model

| v. _Alignment of Other Resources with the Selected Intervention Models

There are several funding sources that will be used in conjunction with the School
Improvement Grant funds fo implement the various action items and improve student
achievement at Jefferson Elementary School. These funding sources include: Title 1
Basic Low Income Grant, Title 1 ARRA Stimulus Grant, Economic Impact Aid (EIA),
School and Library Improvement Block Grant (AB 825), English Language
Acquisition Program (ELAP), District Title I, District Title ll, Migrant Region 24,
Elementary and Secondary Federal School Counseling Grant, and State ASES and
21% Century Learning Grants. These funds will be used in a manner that ensures
alignment with the School Improvement Grant action items, which are driven by the
key findings of the needs assessment. in the table below indicates the amount of
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funding from these sources and the alignment to the Key Findings and Action ltems
in the SIG application.

Proposed Expenditures

Funding Amount Alignment | Alignment
Source to Key to SIG
Findings Action
[tems
Title 1 Basic $327,000 | 1. 1.0 Resource teacher Related to | Related to
Low Income \ salaries and benefits Key Action
2. 50% Curriculum Findings: | ltem:
Specialist salary and 1,2,3,4, (4,5 6,7,
benefits 6,7,8, 10, | 10, 11
3. 50% Counselor salary 11, 15, 186,
and benefits 17,18, 19,
4. Staff development 20, 21, 22,
stipends 23, 24,25
5. Teacher salaries for
after school interventions
6. Parent involvement
7. Math and ELA
supplemental instructional
materials
8. Staff development -
consultants and training
costs
9. Technology access and
resources
Title 1 ARRA | $97,000 | 1. 1.0 Resource teacher Related to | Related to
Stimulus salaries and benefits Key Action
2. Staff development Findings: | ltem:
stipends 1,2,3,4, 14,56
3. Teacher salaries for 6,7, 8,10,
“after school interventions 11, 15, 16,
17,18, 19,
20, 21, 22,
23,24
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Economic $256,000 | 1. .25 Resource teacher Related to | Related to
Impact Aid salaries and benefits Key Action
2. 50% Curriculum Findings: | ltem:
Specialist salary and 1,2,3,4, |4,5,6,7,
benefits 6,7,8, 10, | 11
3. 50% Counselor salary 11, 15, 16,
and benefits 17,18, 19,
4. Substitute teacher 20,21, 22,
salaries to release teachers | 23, 24, 25
for staff development and
collaboration
5. Teacher salaries for
after school interventions
6. Math and ELA
supplemental instructional
materials
7. Staff development
training costs
School and $48,000 | 1. Technology access Related to | Related to
Library (software and hardware) Key Action
Improvement 2. Instructional materials Findings: | ltem:
Block Grant 3. Professional 1,3,4,6, 14,5 11
Development materials and | 7, 8, 10,
consultants 11, 15, 16,
17,18, 19,
20, 21, 22,
23,24
English $36,000 | 1. ELAand ELD Related to | Related fo
Language supplemental instructional | Key Action
Acquisition materials Findings: | ltem:
Program 2. Technology software 1,3,4,15, | 4
(ELAP) 20, 21, 24
District Title 11l | $50,000 | 1. 25% Counselor salary Related to | Related to
and benefits Key Action
2. Teacher salaries for Findings: | ltem:
after schoo! interventions 1,2,3,4, |4,5 7,11
3. Parent education 6,7, 8,10,
classes 11, 15,
4, Math and ELA 17,18, 19,
supplemental instructional | 20, 21, 22,
materials 23, 25, 26

5. Staff development
consultants and training
costs

6. Technology access and
software resources
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District Title Il | $35,000 | 1. Staff development Related to | Related to
stipends Key Action
2. Teacher salaries for Findings: | ltem:
curriculum development 1,2,3,4, |5and 11
work 6, 7,8, 10,
3. Staff development 11,15,
consultants and training 17,18, 19,
costs 20, 21, 22,
23
Region 24 $50,000 | Migrant Tutors Findings: | Related to
Migrant Summer Migrant 1,2, 3,4, | Action
Intervention _ 6,7,8;10, | tem:
Instructional supplies 11, 15, 4
Technology software 17,18, 19,
20, 21, 22,
23,25, 26
Elementary $97,000 | Full time counselor Findings: | Related to
and Materials and supplies to 1,2,3,4, | Action
Secondary implement Bully Prevention | 6,7, 8, 10, | Item:
Federal program 11, 15, 7
School 17,18, 19,
Counseling 20, 21,22,
Grant - 23, 25,26
State ASES $119,940 | STARS Afterschool tutors Findings: Related to
and 21° Summer Intervention 1,2,3,4, |Acton
Century program 6,7,8, 10, | ltem:
Learning Technology equipmentand | 11, 15, 4
.| Grants software 17,18, 19,
20,21, 22,
23,25, 26

In addition to the resources listed above, Lindsay Healthy Start, a family resource
center, will provide services to Jefferson Elementary School. The Healthy Start
collaborative is composed of 20 community agencies, including health, mental
health, and social services. The message on the Healthy Start brochure states:
“When you need help, a place to begin.” Since our inception, we have lived out our

motto by providing over 37,000 service units to families ranging from sexual abuse

counseling to car seat distribution to parent groups to general case management.

34



vi. Alignment of Proposed SIG Activities with Current DAIT Process (if
applicable)

This section not applicable to Lindsay Unified Schoot District

| vii. Modification of LEA Practices or Policies

Narrative Element VIl: Modify LEA Practices or Policies

Current District practices and policies will allow for the full implementation of the
Turnaround Model. Existing contract language in the Lindsay Teachers’
Association/Lindsay Unified School District Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA)
will also allow for full implementation of the proposed plan under the Turnaround
Model, however, changes to the CBA will allow for more efficient implementation. To
avoid the lengthy process of working through possible grievances, mediation, and
arbitration, a number of articles in the collective bargaining agreement will be
modified including Article XII: Salaries; Article XIV: School Calendar; Articie XVII:
Hours and Loads; Article XVIil: Transfers and Assignments,; Article XIX: Teacher
Evaluations; and Article XXlI: Discipline less than Dismissal. If the District is unable
to modify the existing language in the CBA, the District and the Lindsay Teachers’
Association, will enter into a Side Letter of Agreement that will contain language
specific to the implementation of the Turnaround Model under the SIG at Jefferson
Elementary School. Lindsay Teachers’ Association President, Greg Shanley, and
CSEA President, Freddy Martinez has signed Form 2 as Collaborative Signators.

A number of informal conversations between the District’'s Assistant Superintendent
of Human Resources, Andrew Bukosky, and local and regional union
representatives have already occurred. On Friday, June 11", the regional CTA
Representative, Sandy Menezes, agreed to work with the District to modify existing
CBA language regarding Teacher Evaluation procedures. Similar conversations
have been held with the local CTA/LTA President, Greg Shanley, regarding
evaluation procedures and the exploration of a District wide performance based
(merit) pay system. On June 23, 2010 a committee of site and district administrators
met to review and recommend changes fo existing contract language, procedures,
and teacher observation and evaluation forms. On June 28, LTA and District
representatives met to begin the 2010 — 2011 negotiation process. Proposed
language to modify the existing teacher evaluation process was reviewed. items that
need to be included in a Side Letter of Agreement for SIG implementation at
Jefferson were identified and discussed. The meeting was very productive and
successful. Future sessions have been calendared for July 12, July 28, and August
12 allowing adequate time to successfully conclude bargaining on all outstanding
issues prior to the start of the 2010 — 2011 school year on August 17.

Rationale for Revision

Article XlI: Salaries
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The language in this Article will be modified in order to allow:

« Financial incentives for individual teachers and groups of teachers who meet
or exceed identified student performance targets

« Additional compensation to attract and retain staff with the skills necessary to -
meet the needs of Jefferson’s students

¢ Recruitment and retention bonuses

Article X1V: School Calendar
The language in this Article will be modified in order to allow:

+ Flexible work schedules
» Ongoing, high quality, job embedded professional development
» Increased opportunities for family and community engagement

Article XVII: Hours and Loads
The language in this Article will be modified in order to allow:

 Sixty (60) minutes of additional daily instructional time for all students

« Extension of the regular day to allow for advisory periods and targeted
“intervention activities and programs

Article XVII: Transfers and Assignments
The language in this Article will be modified in order to allow:

o Transfer of teachers regardless of the teacher's seniority. Five teachers with
greater seniority were transferred in April — May, 2010, to meet Turnaround
Model requirements. Transfers were based on teacher performance and
school needs. The District has not received any challenge in the form of a
contractual grievance regarding the decision fo transfer any teacher.

Article XIX: Teacher Evaluations
The language in this Article will be modified in order to allow:

» The use of rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for
teachers that take into account data on student growth as a significant factor
as well as other factors such as multiple observation based assessments of
performance and ongoing collections of professional practice reflective of
student achievement designed and developed with teacher involvement

Article XXI: Discipline less than Dismissal
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The language in this Article has been modified several times over the past ten years.
The language affords teachers due process while allowing the District a simplified
process to remove ineffective teachers.

|viii.  Sustainment of the Reforms after the Funding Period Ends

Lindsay Unified School District intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding
through September 30, 2013. After this funding period ends, the reforms will be
sustained through the use of site categorical funding. 1t is anticipated that SIG funds
will jumpstart the school to a higher level of performance through the use of
recruitment and retention money for effective classroom feachers and staff
development to improve their skills. These highly effective educators will remain at
school site once the SIG funds have expired. Thus, there will not be the number of
students performing at low levels and therefore, the significant number of teachers
required to offer the intensive interventions will no longer be needed. Computers and
software will remain at the school, offering the same opportunities after school for
additional time for students to improve their reading and math skills. Collaboration
time will be built into the weekly schedule and will naturally continue once the
funding has ended. The training the staff has received around data analysis and the
transparent use of the data will naturally continue without additional funds. A staff
member will be designated to be in charge of collecting and disseminating the data.
The benchmark tests will have been developed and will continue to be used. The
new evaluation form for both the principal and teachers will be completed as well as
the training to implement it. No additional funding will be needed to continue this
process. Lindsay Healthy Start has been self-sustaining for eighteen years and will
continue after the grant funds have ended. The collaboration between Healthy Start
and the site counselors will continue as well. Reorganizing the counselors’ workday
will also continue once the funds have expired so that counselors are working with
students outside of the academic day.

The categorical funding that will be continued includes:

Title | Basic Low Income, Economic Impact Aid, English Language Acquisition
Program, School and Library Improvement Block Grant, District Title Ill, District Title
II, Elementary and Secondary Federal Counseling Grant, Afterschool Program and
215t Century Learning grants, Region 24 Migrant Education.

After the SIG funds have expired it is anticipated that the foliowing will be sustained:

1. Two resource teachers will continue to be hired with categorical funding to
offer support for English Language Arts and Literacy instruction.

2. Part time migrant tutors will offer additional academic support and English
Language Development support to Migrant students after school to extend
their school day.

3. Afterschool Program staff will offer a program that is more closely aligned with
the core academic program offered at the school.
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4. Title | funds will be used for additional futors afterschool to monitor the use of
computer programs and software to improve reading and math skills.

5. Title | funds will be used to pay teachers a stipend to carry out afterschool
interventions

6. Weekly collaboration will continue as part of the regular teacher workday.

7. On-going staff development will continue as part of the regular teacher
workday.

8. Restructured role of the counseling staff

9. The new modified evaluation system

10. A modified version of the awards system

ix. Establishment of Challenging LEA Annual School Goals for Student
Achievement

The following school wide goals for student achievement have been established for
2010/2011. These goals include both local and state level accountability measures
and were developed in coordination with district and site administration.

API — Jefferson Schools will attain their state established API target

CELDT — Jefferson Schools will attain their state established AMAO 1. This is the
required percent of EL’s that will move at least one performance level each year —
required level is 54.6% in 2010/2011

CST Assessment Goal: 10% more students will move into the Proficient or
Advanced level than was in the previous year. This applies for Math and ELA for
grades 3"-6". For example, if Jefferson School had 35% Prof/Adv in Math in
2009/2010, that percent will increase to 45% Prof/Adv in Math in 2010/2011.

Local Measurement Topic Assessment Goal: 50% of the students at Jefferson
School will attain Level 3 knowledge or higher on the end-of-topic assessments after
the resteach/re-assess time for each MT assessment.

These goals will be monitored throughout the school year by district and site level
administration. There will be quarterly data analysis sessions that will involve key
site and district personnel, including but not limited to the following: Principal,
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent of Curricutum and Instruction, Assistant
Superintendent of Human Resources, and the Director of Research and Evaluation.
In these data analysis sessions, the most recent local and state level assessment
data will be reviewed. Specific findings will be summarized and actions will be taken
to ensure Jefferson School is on track to attain the goals. If it becomes apparent that
Jefferson School is not on track to attain these goals, additional fiscal and personnel
resources will be provided to the school the ensure they reach these goals. A
quarterly report will be provided to the LUSD School Board, the Jefferson School
Site Council, and the schoo! staff to ensure all groups is aware of the progress or
lack of progress toward these goals.
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{ x. Inclusion of Tier lll Schools (if applicable)

This section not applicable to Lindsay Unified School District

[ xi. Consultation with Relevant Stakeholders

Lindsay Unified School District Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent for Human
Resources and Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction met with
parents of Jefferson Elementary School at a site PTO meeting, Jefferson Elementary
staff, Jefferson Elementary School Site Council, the District English Language
Advisory Committee, and with the Lindsay Teachers’ Association and CSEA
members. The District Administrative staff also informed the Lindsay Unified School
District Board of Trustees at three different meetings about the requirements for
schools who were placed on the Persistently Low Achieving list and the
requirements for applying for the School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds. The
School Board approved the recommendation from the Administration to apply for the
SIG funds and implement the Turnaround Model. Copies of the meeting agendas
and minutes/notes are attached in Appendix B.

The process that was used to gather input from each of these groups was similar.
The district administrative staff presented the information regarding the Persistently
| ow Achieving status and what that meant and how the school was identified. STAR
test results for the eight years were presented. The requirements for each of the
models for the SIG grant were presented. Participants were then abie to ask
questions about each of the models and what they meant. Their questions were
noted by the note taker and answered. The participants were asked if they had any
concerns and those were noted and answered.

With the Jefferson School Staff, the meetings were held in more depth. There were a
total of four meetings. The first was to give the news of the label Persistent Low
Achieving and what that meant, why the school was selected, and the elements in
each of the four models. Questions were answered. At the next meeting, the district
administration again reviewed the Persistently Low Achieving status, the elements of
the four models and answered more questions. The staff was then asked to vote by
secret ballot for their preference for one of the four models. The staff chose the
Transformation model.

The next two meetings with the staff were working meetings. The requirements for
the Transformation and Turnaround model were reviewed. The staff was asked to
brainstorm ideas for how to:
1. Create rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems,
2. ldentify and reward school leaders, teachers, staff who improve student
achievement,
3. ldentify and remove those who, after ample opportunity, do not improve
professional practices, and
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4. Increase instructional time by at least 300 hours a year

The ideas were recorded on flip chart paper. They were then typed up and
distributed to those in attendance via e-mail. At the second meeting, the staff was
asked to view the work from the prior meeting and asked if they had anything they
wanted to add to what was already discussed, ask for clarification or remove an item
from the list. The staff was then taken through a process to vote for their items of
choice on the flip charts. They were asked to vote on all of the items three times: the
first was based on what they thought would most improve student achievement, the
second vote was which ones could they do when the was no additional SIG money,
and the third vote was what they personally thought they would most likely be willing
to do. This helped the district to prioritize what staff thought was important and
willing to do.

It was clear from Jefferson Schoot staff that the classroom teachers were very
concerned about losing their jobs and wanted the Transformational Model. It was
also clear that those certificated teachers who were in support positions, such as
Resource Teachers, thought the best model for improving the instruction of the
school was the Turnaround Model. It was also noted that with new teachers, it takes
time for them to become proficient teachers.

The parents were mostly concerned about why.the school has not made growth.
They wanted to know why the teachers were not getting better if they have staff
development every Wednesday. They wanted to know if some of the teachers would
be moved. They noted that a new strategy the school has impiemented this year, -
Measurement Topics and Assessments, has made the learning more rigorous and
they can see that in what their children are learning. The parents did not have many
suggestions for improving their school.
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SIG Form 4a—LEA Projected Budget

LEA Projected Budget

Fiscal Year 2008-10

Name of LEA: Lindsay Unified School District

County/District (CD) Code; 54-71993

County: Tulare

LEA Contact: Thomas Rooney

Telephone Number: (559) 562-5111 x 5711

E-Mail: trooney@lindsay.k12.ca.us

Fax Number: (659) 562-4637

SACS Resource Code: 3180
Revenue Object:

8920

Object Description of SIG Funds Budgeted

Code Line ltem FY 2010-11 | FY 2011-12 | FY 201213
1000— | Certificated Personnel Salaries 0 0 0

1999

2000~ Classified Personnel Salaries 0 0 0

2999

3000- | Employee Benefits 0 0 0

3999

4000- | Books and Supplies 0 0 0

4999

5000- | Services and Other Operating 0 0 0

5999 Expenditures

6000~ | Capital Outlay 0 0 0

6999

7310 & | Transfers of Indirect Costs $42 079 $43,901 $36,834
7350

7370 & | Transfers of Direct Support Costs 0 0 0

7380

$42,079 $43,901 $36,834
Total Amount Budgeted




SIG Form 4b—School Projected Budget

School Projected Budget

Fiscal Year 2009-10

Name of School: Jefferson Elementary School

County/District/School (CDS) Code: 54-71993-6054142

LEA: Lindsay Unified School District

LEA Contact: Thomas Rooney

Telephone Number: (659) 562-5111 x 5711

E-Mail: trooney@lindsay.k12.ca.us

Fax Number: (559) 562-4637

SACS Resource Code: 3180
Revenue Object:

8920

Object Description of SiG Funds Budgeted
Code Line ltem FY 2010-11 | FY 2011-12 | FY 201213
1000— Certificated Personnel Salaries
1999 Additional teacher pay 1 hour per day $275,022 | $288,773 | $303,212
Intervention Instruction $53,760 $53,760 $53,760
2 FTE resource teachers Yr. 1 & 2, 1 FTE $163,188 $167,268 | $88,725
resource teacher Yr.3
teacher stipends $9,900 $0 30
teacher rewards $108,000 | $108,000 | $108,000
2000- . Classified Personnel Salaries
2999 Computer Technician $44,268 $45 375 $46,510
3000 Employee Benefits
3999 Additional teacher pay 1 hr./day $35,423 $37,194 $39,054
Intervention Instruction $6,925 $6,870 $7,040
Computer Technician $25,340 $27,000 $28,780
2 FTE resource teachers Yr. 1 & 2; 1 FTE $44 700 $46.400 $23,800
resource teacher Yr. 3
teacher stipends $1,378 $0 $0
teacher rewards $14,667 $15,042 $15,456
4000- | Books and Supplies
4999
Leveled Reading Books $60,000 00 00
Library Books $60,000 00 00
projectors, response cards, quomo boards, $50,000 00 00
document cameras
Netbooks 300 x $200 00 $60,000 00
Intervention Software $40,000 00 00
Schoolwide awards $2,000 $2,000 $2,000




Individual awards $2,000 $2,000 $2,000
student awards $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Principal's discretionary awards $2,000 $2.000 $2,000
5000— | Services and Other Operating '
5999 Expenditures
Literacy Training $6,400 00 00
Dennis Parker Training $7,500 00 00
6000~ | Capital Outlay
6999 Computers for Interventions $60,000 00 00
7370 & | Transfers of Direct Support Costs 00 00 00
7380
$1,082,471 | $871,682 | $730,337

Total Amount Budgeted




SIG Form 5a-LEA Budget Narrative

LEA Budget Narrative

Provide sufficient detail to justify the LEA budget. The LEA budget narrative
page(s) must provide sufficient information to describe activities and costs
associated with each object code. Include LEA budget items that reflect the
actual cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other activities
described for each participating school. Please duplicate this form as needed.

Activity Description Subtotal Object
(See instructions) (For each activity) | Code
Year 1: Indirect costs | $42 079.00 73100
Total Year 1 $42,079.00
Year2: Indirect costs $43,901.00 73100
Total Year 2 $43,901.00
Year 3: Indirect costs $36,834.00 73100

Total Year 3 ‘ $36,834.00




SIG Form 5b-School Budget Narrative

School Budget Narrative

Provide sufficient detail to justify the school budget. The school budget narrative
page(s) must provide sufficient information to describe activities and costs
associated with each object code. Include budget items that reflect the actual
cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other activities
described for each participating school. Please duplicate this form as needed.

School Name: Jefferson Elementary School Year 1

Activity Description Subtotal Object
(See instructions) (For each Code
activity)
e Increase |Instructional time regular $ 275,022 11000

instructional day by 1 hour: 33 teachers x
1 hr. x $46.30/hr

e Increase Instructional time regular $35,423 30000's:
instructional day by 1 hour statuary
benefits: STRS, FICA, Medi, SUI, w/c,
OPE, H/W for 30 teachers

¢ Increased Instructional time: $53,760 11000
Interventions: 10 teachers x 4hrfwk x 32
wks x$42/hr

o Increased Instructional time: $6,925 | 30000's
Interventions: statuary benefits for 10
teachers: STRS, FICA, Medi, SUI, wic,
OPE, HW

¢ Increased Instructional time: Computer $44,268 24000
Technician: 1 FTE to support additional
software intervention programs

e Increased Instructional time: Statuary $25,340 30000’s
benefits for Computer Technician:
PERS, FICA, Medi, SUI, wic, OPE, HW

e Increased Instructional time: $40,000 43000
Intervention: Instructional software
(Accelerated Reader, FASST Math,
Lexia, Imagine English)

+ Increased Instructional time: $60,000 43000
Intervention: Leveled Reading Books

e Increased Instructional time: $60,000 43000
Intervention: Library Books

e Increased instructional time: $50,000 44000

Intervention: Projectors ($800 x 20),
response cards ($1,000 x 14), Quomo
Boards (3500 x 14), Document cameras
($650 x 20)

¢ Increased Instructional time: $60,000 64000
Intervention:

e Computers for interventions (100




computers x $600)

+ Job-embedded Staff Development:
Literacy Training (64 hours of
training/coaching x $100/hr)

e Job-embedded Staff Development:
Dennis Parker Strategic Schooling:
$100/day x 33 teacher x 3 days

e Job-embedded Staff Development:
Dennis Parker Strategic Schooling:
Consultant fee (1 FTE x 3 days x
$2,500/day)

« Job-embedded Staff Development:
statuary benefits STRS, FICA, Medi,
SUl, w/c, OPE, HMW for Literacy Training
and Dennis Parker staff development

o Job-embedded Staff Development,
Increased Interventions, and Increased
Learning Time: 2 FTE Resource
Teachers

o Job-embedded Staff Development,
Increased Interventions, and Increased
Learning Time: 2 FTE Resource
Teachers Statuary Benefits STRS, FICA,
Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE, HW

= Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement: $3,000 x
36 staff

» Provide Rewards/Incentives for

performance and achievement: Statuary
Benefits STRS, FICA, Medi, SUIl, wic,
OPE, H/W for 36 staff

+ Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement:
Schoolwide awards for  obtaining
schoolwide goals

¢ Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement:
Individual awards for obtaining class
goals

e Provide Rewards/Incentives for

performance and achievement: Principal
awards for obtaining goals

+ Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement: Student
awards for obtaining goals or making
growth on STAR/CST

Total for Year 1

$6,400

$9,900

$7,500

$1,378

$163,188

$44,700

$108,000

$14,667

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

- $10,000

$1,082,471

58000
11000

58000

30000

11000

30000’s

11000

30000's

43000

43000

43000

43000




SIG Form 5b—~School Budget Narrative

School Budget Narrative

Provide sufficient detail to justify the school budget. The school budget narrative
page(s) must provide sufficient information to describe activities and costs
associated with each object code. Include budget items that reflect the actual
cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other activities
described for each participating school. Please duplicate this form as needed.

School Name: Jefferson Elementary School Year 2

Activity Description Subtotal Object
(See instructions) (For each activity) | Code
e Increase Instructional time  regular $ 288,773 | 11000

instructional day by 1 hour: 33 teachers x 1
hr. x $46.30/hr x 5% over year 1

s Increase Instructional time  regular $37,194 | 30000's
instructional day by 1 hour statuary
benefits: STRS, FICA, Medi, SUI, wic,
OPE, HW for 33 teachers

s |Increased Instructional time: Interventions: $53,760 1 11000
10 teachers x 4hriwk x 32 wks x$42/hr
e Increased Instructional fime: Interventions: $6,870 | 30000's

statuary benefits for 10 teachers: STRS,
FICA, Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE, HW

¢ Increased Instructional time: Computer $45,375 | 24000
Technician: 1 FTE to support additional ‘
software intervention programs

e Increased Instructional time: Statuary $27,000 | 30000’s
benefits for Computer Technician: PERS,
FICA, Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE, H/W

» Job-embedded Staff Development, $167,268 | 11000
Increased Interventions, and Increased
l.earning Time: 2 FTE Resource Teachers

e Job-embedded Staff Development, $46,400 | 30000'’s
Increased Interventions, and Increased
Learning Time: 3 additional Resource
Teachers Statuary Benefits STRS, FICA,
Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE, H/W

¢ Provide Rewards/Incentives for $108,000 | 11000
performance and achievement: $3,000 x 36 _
staff

e Provide - Rewards/Incentives for $15,042 | 30000°s |

performance and achievement:. Statuary
Benefits STRS, FICA, Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE,
H/W for 36 staff

e Increased Instructional time: Intervention: $60,000 | 44000
300 Netbooks x $200 each
s Provide Rewards/Incentives for $2,000 | 43000

performance and achievement: Schoolwide




awards for obtaining schoolwide goals

+« Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement: Individual
awards for obtaining class goals

= Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement: Principal
awards for obtaining goals

s Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement: Student
awards for obtaining goals or making
growth on STAR/CST

Total Year 2

$2,000

$2,000

$10,000

$871,682

43000

43000

43000




SIG Form 5b-School Budget Narrative

School Budget Narrative

Provide sufficient detail to justify the school budget. The school budget narrative
page(s) must provide sufficient information to describe activities and costs
associated with each object code. Include budget items that reflect the actual
cost of implementing the selected intervention models and other activities
described for each participating school. Please duplicate this form as needed.

School Name: Jefferson Elementary School Year 3

Activity Description Subtotal Object
(See instructions) (For each activity) | Code
¢+ Increase Instructional time regular $ 303,212 | 11000

instructional day by 1 hour: 33 teachers x 1
hr. x $46.30/hr x 5% over year 2

e Increase Instructional time  regular $39,054 | 30000's
instructional day by 1 hour statuary
benefits: STRS, FICA, Medi, SUI, wi/c,
OPE, H/\W for 33 teachers

¢ [ncreased Instructional time: Interventions: $53,760 | 11000
10 teachers x 4hriwk x 32 wks x$42/hr
« [ncreased Instructional time: Interventions: $7,040 | 30000's

statuary benefits for 10 teachers: STRS,
FICA, Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE, H/W

e Increased Instructional time: Computer $46,510 | 240000
Technician: 1 FTE to support additional
software intervention programs

e Increased Instructional time: Statuary $28,780 | 30000’s
benefits for Computer Technician: PERS,
FICA, Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE, HW

» Job-embedded Staff Development, $88,725 | 11000
Increased Interventions, and Increased
Learning Time: 1 FTE Resource Teacher

e Job-embedded Staff Development, $23,800 | 30000’s
Increased Interventions, and Increased
Learning Time: 1 FTE Resource Teachers
Statuary Benefits STRS, FICA, Medi, SUI,

w/c, OPE, H/W

e Provide Rewards/Incentives for $108,000 | 11000
performance and achievement: $3,000 x 36
staff

¢ Provide Rewards/Incentives for $15,456 | 30000's

performance and achievement: Statuary
Benefits STRS, FICA, Medi, SUI, w/c, OPE,
H/W for 38 staff

= Provide Rewards/Incentives for $2,000 | 43000
performance and achievement: Schoolwide
awards for obtaining schoolwide goals

o Provide Rewards/Incentives for $2,000 | 43000




performance and achievement: Individual
awards for obtaining class goais

Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement: Principal
awards for obtaining goals

Provide Rewards/Incentives for
performance and achievement: Student
awards for obtaining geoals or making
growth on STAR/CST

Total Year 3

$2,000

$10,000

$730,337

43000

43000




Drug-Free Workplace

Ceriification regarding state and federal drug-free workplace requirements.

Note: Any entity, whether an agency or an individual, must complete, sign, and return this certification with
its grant application to the California Department of Education.

Grantees Other Than Individuals

As required by Section 8355 of the Califormia Govemment Code and the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1988,
and implemented at 34 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 84, Subpart F, for grantees, as defined at
34 CFR Part 84, Sections 84.105 and 84.110

A. The applicant certifies that if will or will confinue to provide a drug-free workplace by:

a. Publishing a statement notifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribution,
dispensing, possession, or use of a controlled substance is prohibited in the granfee's
workplace and specifying the actions that will be taken against employees for violation of
such prohibition

b. Establishing an on-going drug-free awareness program fo inform employees about:
1. The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace _
2. The grantee's policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace
3. Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance programs
4

The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations
ocourring in the workplace

c. Making it a requirement that each employee to be engaged in the performance of the
grant be given a copy of the statement required by paragraph (a)

d. Notifying the employee in the statement required by paragraph (a) that, as a condition of
employment under the grant, the employee will:

1. Abide by the terms of the statement

2. Notify the employer in writing of his or her conviction for a violation of a criminal
drug statute occurring in the workplace no fater than five calendar days after
such conviction

e. Notifying the agency, in writing, within 10 calendar days after receiving notice under
subparagraph (d)(2) from an employee or otherwise receiving actual notice of such
conviction. Employers of convicted employees must provide notice, including position title,
ta every grant officer or other designee. Notice shall include the identification
number(s) of each affected grant.

f Taking one of the following actions, within 30 calendar days of receiving notice under
subparagraph {d)(2), with respect to any employee who is so convicted:

1, Taking appropriate personnel action against such an employee, up to and
including termination, consistent with the requirements of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973, as amended; or

2. Requiring such employee to participate safisfactorily in a drug abuse assistance
or rehabilitation program approved for such purposes by a federal, state, or local
health, jaw enforcement, or other appropriate agency

g. Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a drug-free workplace through
implementation of paragraphs (), (b), (c), {d}, (&), and {f).



B. The grantee may insert in the space provided below the site(s) for the performance of work done in
cennection with the specific grant:

Place of Performance (strest address. city, county, state, zip code)
Lindsay Unified School District

371 E Hermosa

Lindsay CA 93247

Check [ ] if there are workplaces on file that are not identified here.

Grantees Who Are Individuals

As required by Section 8355 of the Califomia Govemment Code and the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1988,
and implemented at 34 CFR Part 84, Subpart F, for grantees, as defined at 34 CFR Part 84, Sections
84.105 and 84.110

A. As a condition of the grant, | certify that | will not engage in the unlawful manufacture, distribution,
dispensing, possession, of use of a controlied substance in conducting any activity with the grant;
and

B. If convicted of a criminal drug offense resulting from a violation occurring during the conduct of any
grant acfivity, | will report the conviction to every grant officer or designes, in writing, within 10
calendar days of the conviction. Notice shall include the identification number(s) of each affected
grant.

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, | hereby certify that the applicant will comply with the
above certifications.

Name of Applicant: Lindsay Unified School District

Name of Program: School Improvement Grant

Printed Name and Title of Authorized Represenitative: Jangt K. Klieg|, Supetintendent

Signature: ﬂ@/f/ﬂ /! j /;{ %&é S/{ Date: 8/30/10

CDE-100DF (May-2007) - California Department of Education

Questions: Funding Master Plan [ fmp@cde.ca.gov | 916-323-1544



Lobbying

Certification regarding lobbying for federal grants in excess of $100,000.

Applicants must review the requiremeants for cerlification regarding Jobbying inciuded in the regulations cited
below before completing this form. Applicants must sign this form to comply with the ceriification
requirements under 34 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)} Part 82, "New Restrictions on Lobbying." This
certification is a material representation of fact upon which the Department of Education relies whemn it
makes a grant or enters into a cooperative agreement. ’

As required by Secfion 1352, Title 31 of the U.S. Code, and implemented at 34 CFR Part 82, for persons
entering into a grant or cooperative agreement over $100,000, as defined at 34 CFR Part 82, Seclions
82.105 and 82.110, the applicant cerfifies that:

a. No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned,
to any person for influencing or attempting to infiuence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, of an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with
the making of any Federal grant, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension,
confinuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any Federal grant or cooperative agreement;

b. If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will ba paid to any persaon for
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress,
an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of 2 Member of Congress in connection with
this Federaf grant or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard
Form - LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying." (revised Jul-1997) in accordance with its
instructions;

c. The undersigned shall require that the language of this cerfification be inciuded in the award
docurmnents for all subawards at all fiers (including subgrants, contracts under grants and
cooperative agreements, and subcontracts) and that all subrecipients shall certify and disclose
accordingly.

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, | hereby certify that the applicant will comply with the
above certifications.

Name of Applicant: Lindsay Unified School District

Name of Program: Schoot Improvement Grant

Printed Name and Title of ;‘yﬂzed Representative: Janet K. Kliegl, Superintendent

Signature: ;;ZM i'{/ /%C,éé,/ Date: 8/30/10

ED 80-0013 {Revised Jun-2004) - U. S. Department of Fducation

Questions: Funding Master Plan | fmp@cde.ca.gov | 916-323-1544



Debarment and Suspension

Certification regarding debarment, suspension, ineligibility and voluntary exclusion—lower tier covered
transactions.

This certification is required by the U. S. Department of Education regulations implementing Execuiive Order
12549, Debarment and Suspension, 34 Code of Federal Regulations Part 85, for all lower tier transactions
meeting the threshold and tier requirements stated at Section 85.110.

Instructions for Certification

1. By signing and submitting this proposal, the prospective lower tier participant is providing the
certification set out below.

2. The certification in this clause is a material representation of fact upan which reliance was placed
when this transaction was entered into. If it is later determined that the prospective lower tier
participant knowingly rendered an erroneous cerfification, in addition to cther remedies availabie to
the Federal Government, the department or agency with which this transaction otiginated may
pursue available remedies, including suspension and/or debarment.

3. The prospective lower tier participant shall provide immediate written notice to the person to which
this proposal is submitted if at any time the prospective lower tier participant learns that its
certification was erroneous when submitted or has become erroneous by reason of changed
circumstances. .

4. The terms "covered transaction,” "debarred,” "suspended,” "ineligible,” "lower tier covered
transaction,” "participant,” " person,” "primary covered transaction,” " principal,”" "proposal," and
"voluntarily excluded,” as used in this clause, have the meanings set out in the Definitions and
Coverage sections of rules implementing Executive Order 12549, You may contact the person to
which this proposal is submitted for assistance in obtaining a copy of those regulations.

5. The prospective lower fier participant agrees by submitting this proposal that, should the proposed
covered transaction be entered into, it shall not knowingly enter into any lower tier coverad
transaction with a person who is debarred, suspended, dectared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded
from participation in this covered transaction, unless authorized by the department or agency with
which this transaction originated.

6. The prospective lower tier participant further agrees by submitting this proposal that it will include
the clause titied A Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility, and Voluntary
Exciusion-Lower Tier Covered Transactions, without modification, in all lower tier covered
transactions and in all solicitations for lower tier covered transactions.

7. A participant in a covered transaction may rely upon a certification of a prospective participant in a
lower tier covered transaction that it is not debarred, suspended, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded
from the covered transaction, unless it knows that the certification is erroneous. A participant may

-decide the method and frequency by which it determines the efigibility of its principals. Each
participant may but is not required to, check the Nonprocurement List.

8. Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to require establishment of a system of
records in order to render in good faith the certification required by this clause. The knowledge and
information of a participant is not required to exceed that which is normailly possessed by a prudent
person in the ordinary course of business dealings.

9. Except for transactions authorized under paragraph 5 of these instructions, if a parficipantin a
covered fransaction knowingly enters into a lower tier covered transaction with a person who is
suspended, debarred, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction, in
addition to other remedies available to the Federal Government, the department or agency with
which this transaction originated may pursue available remedies, including suspension and/or
debarment.



Certification

1. The prospective lower tier participant certifies, by submission of this proposal, that neither it nor its
principals are presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or
voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction by any Federal department or agency.

2. Where the prospective lower tier parficipant is unable to certify to any of the statements in this
certification, such prospective participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal.

Name of Applicant: Lindsay Unified School District

Name of Program: School improvement Grant

Printed Name and Title of Authprized Representative: Janet K. Kliegl, Superintendent
Signature: ' K /%(—Q é// [Date: 8/30/10

4

ED 80-0014 (Revised Sep-1990) - U. S. Department of Education

Questions: Funding Master Plan | fimp@cde.ca.gov | 916-323-1544



SIG Form 7-Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (page 1 of 3)

Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances

As a condition of the receipt of funds under this sub-grant program, the applicant agrees
to comply with the following Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances:

1.

9.

Use its SIG to implement fully and effectively an intervention in each Tier | and
Tier Il school that the LEA commits to serve consistent with the final
requirements of SIG;

Establish challenging annual goals for student achievement on the state’s
assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics and measure
progress on the leading indicators in Section IlI of the final requirements in order
to monitor each Tier | and Tier Il school that it serves with school improvement
funds;

If it implements a restart model in a Tier | or Tier I school, include in its contract
or agreement terms and provisions {0 hold the charter operator, charter
management organization, or education management organization accountable
for complying with the final requirements; and

Report to the CDE the school-level data as described in this RFA.

The applicant will ensure that the identified strategies and related activities are
incorporated in the revised LEA Plan and Single Plan for Student Achievement.

The applicant will follow all fiscal reporﬁng and auditing standards required by the
CDE. ' :

. The applicant will participate in a statewide evaluation process as determined by

the SEA and provide all required information on a timely basis.

The applicant will respond to any additional surveys or other methods of data
collection that may be required for the full sub-grant period.

The applicant will use funds only for allowable costs during the sub-grant period.

10. The application will include all required forms signed by the LEA Superintendent

or designee.

11. The applicant will use fiscal control and fund accountability procedures to ensure

proper disbursement of, and accounting for, federal funds paid under the sub-
grant, including the use of the federal funds to supplement, and not supplant,
state and local funds, and maintenance of effort (20 USC § 8891).

Revised June 17, 201¢ A4



SIG Form 7-Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (page 2 of 3)

12. The applicant hereby expresses its full understanding that not meeting all SIG
requirements will result in the termination of SIG funding.

13.The applicant will ensure that funds are spent as indicated in the sub-grant
proposal and agree that funds will be used only in the school(s) identified in the
LEA’s AQ-400 sub-grant award letter.

14. All audits of financial statements will be conducted in accordance with
Government Auditing Standards (GAS) and with policies, procedures, and
guidelines established by the Education Department General Administrative
Regulations (EDGAR), Single Audit Act Amendments, and OMB Circular A-133.

15. The applicant will ensure that expenditures are consistent with the federal
Education Department Guidelines Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) under
Title 34 Education. hitp://www.ed.gov/policy/fundireg/iedgarReg/edgar.htmi (Outside
Source) .

16. The applicant agrees that the SEA has the right to intervene, renegotiate the sub-
grant, and/or cancel the sub-grant if the sub-grant recipient fails to comply with
sub-grant requirements. :

17.The applicant will cooperate with any site visitations conducted by
representatives of the state or regional consortia for the purpose of monitoring
sub-grant implementation and expenditures, and wili provide all requested
documentation to the SEA personnel in a timely manner.

18. The applicant will repay any funds which have been determined through a federal
or state audit resolution process to have been misspent, misapplied, or otherwise
not properly accounted for, and further agrees to pay any collection fees that may
subsequently be imposed by the federal and/or state government.

19. The applicant will administer the activities funded by this sub-grant in such a
manner so as to be consistent with California’s adopted academic content
standards.

20.The applicant will obligate all sub-grant funds by the end date of the sub-grant
award period or re-pay any funding received, but not obligated, as well as any
interest earned over one-hundred doliars on the funds.

21. The applicant will maintain fiscal procedures to minimize the time elapsing
between the transfer of the funds from the CDE and disbursement.

Revised June 17, 2010 - A5



S1G Form 7—Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances {page 3 of 3)

22.The applicant will comply with the reporting requirements and submit any
required report forms by the due dates specified.

| hereby certify that the agency identified below will comply with all sub-grant conditions
and assurances described in itemns 1 through 22 above.

Agency Name: Lindsay Unified School District

Authorized Executive: Janet K. Kliegl, Superintendent

= A .
Signature of Authorized Executive g Mj % /%/@ KC
I

Revised June 17, 2010 45



SIG Form 8-Waivers Requested
Waivers Requested

The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement (see page 24 for
additional information). If the LEA does not intend to implement a waiver with
respect to each apphcable school, the LEA must indicate for which school(s) it
will implement the waiver on:

@/Extending the period of availability of school improvement funds.

Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C.
§ 1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of school improvement funds
for the LEA to September 30, 2013.

Note: If the SEA has requested and received a waiver
of the period of availability of school improvement funds,
that waiver automatically applies to all LEAs receiving
SIG funds.

- B/“Starting over” in the school improvement timeline for Tier | and Tier H
schools implementing a turnaround or restart model.

Waive section 1116(b){(12) of the ESEA to permit the LEA to allow its Tier |
and Tier 1l schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to
“start over” in the school improvement timeline. (Note: This waiver applies
to Tier | and Tier ll schools only)

O Implementing a schoolwide program in a Tier | or Tier Il school that
does not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold.

Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of
the ESEA to permit the LEA to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier |
or Tier Il school that does not meet the poverty threshold. (Note: This
waiver applies to Tier | and Tier i schools only)



SIG Form 9-Schools to Be Served

Schools to be Served

Indicate which schools the LEA commits to serve, their Tier, and the intervention model the LEA will use in each Tier | and
Tier Il school. For each school, indicate which waiver(s) will be implemented at each school. Note: An LEA that has nine
or more Tier | and Tier Il schools can only use the transformation model in 50 percent or less of those schools. (Attach as

many sheets as necessary.)

INTERVENTION | WAIVER(S) TO
(TIER | AND II BE
ONLY) IMPLEMENTED
4 ddia(Fold -
SCHOOL NAME CDS Code NCESCode [T 3|3 5|2|5|2 § | PROJFCTED
czz5858 ¢ | % cos
=] (1] m a 3
5 3| o S
o &, < ﬁ
S|~ =
S
Jefferson Elementary | 6054142 62187002594 X X Year 1
$1,082,471
Jefferson Elementary | 6054142 62187002594 X X Year 2
$871,682
Jefferson Elementary | 6054142 62187002594 - X X Year 3
$730,337




SIG Form 10—Implementation Chart for a Tier | or Tier Il School

Implementation Chart for a Tier | or Tier ll School
Complete this form for each identified Tier | and Tier Il school the LEA intends to serve. List the intervention model to be

implemented. Include the required component acronym, actions and activities required to implement the model, a timeline
with specific dates of implementation, the projected cost of the identified activity, the personnel and material federal, local,
private and other district resources necessary, and the position (and person, if known) responsible for

School:

Intervention Model: X Turnaround = Restart o Closure o Transformation

Jefferson Elementary School

Tier: L or Il {circle one)

Total FTE required: LEA 2 School Other
Required .
Component Services & Activities Timeline _Mqohmoﬁma Costs Resources Oversight
chool LEA
Acronym
RP Action #1 — Remove the March 8, $0 $0 NA Superintendent
School Principal by 2010
School Board
SS Action #2 — Re-hiring of Finalized $0 $0 NA Assistant
not more than 50% of the | June 3, Superintendent of
staff by School Board 2010 Human
Resources
ILT Action #3 - Increase Beginning | Year 1 $0 SIG School Principal
Regular Instructional day | August 17, | cost=
by 55 minutes per day for | 2010-June | $310,445
all students by LEA 15, 2013 Year 2
cost
=$325,967
Year 3
cost =
$342,266

Revised June 17, 2010




ILT Action #4 - Extended 60 | Beginning
minutes of intervention August 23,
instruction daily for 2010-June
specific subgroups by 15, 2013
LEA:
ILT a. Hire teachers for Aug. 1, Year 1 30 SIG School Principal
additional hour 2010-June | $60,685
30, 2013 Year 2
$60,630
Year 3
$60,800
ILT b. Hire full time Aug. 1, Year 1 $0 SIG School Principal
technician for 2010-June | $69,608
computer support 30, 2013 Year 2
$72,375
Year 3
$75,290
ILT c. Purchase 300 Aug. 30, $60,000 $0 SIG School Principal
Netbooks 2010 Year 2
only
ILT d. Purchase 100 Aug. 30, $60,000 %0 SIG School Principal
Computers 2010 Year 1
only
ILT e. Purchase Aug. 30, $40,000 $0 SIG School Principal
instructional 2010 Year 1
software only
ILT f. Purchase Aug. 30, $60,000 $0 SiG School Principal
additional leveled 2010 Year 1
reading books only

Revised June 17, 2010

50




LT g. Purchase Aug. 30, $60,000 $C SIG School Principal
additional library 2010 Year 1
books only
ILT h. Purchase technical | Aug. 30, $50,000 30 SIG School Principal
instructional 2010 Year 1
supplies only
(projectors,
response cards,
Quomo boards,
document camera)
Other Resource
Alignment:
ILT Teacher salaries for after | August 30, | $0 $0 Title 1, Title 1 AARA, School Principal
school interventions; Math | 2010 — ElA, School and
and ELA supplemental March 15, Library Improvement
instructional materials; 2011 Block Grant, ELAP,
Technology access and District Title [lI
resources; Instructional
supplies; Technology
equipment and software
ILT Migrant Tutors October $0 $0 Region 24 Migrant Migrant Director
15, 2010
ILT STARS Afterschool tutors | September | $0 $0 ASES and 21 Afterschool
1,2010 Century Grant Program Director
PD, SO, IP, Action #5- Provide On-
OF going, job-embedded

Staff Development:

Revised June 17, 2010
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PD, SD, IP, a. 1:.00-2:00 p.m. each August 10, | $0 $0 No additional cost, part | School Principal
OF Wednesday - Formal | 2010 — of regular teacher

and structured June 5, contract

collaboration with 2013

grade levels teams

with a focus on data

analysis and

instructional planning.
PD, SD, IP, b. Literacy Training — August 19, | $6,400 SIG School Principal
OF Each Wednesday, for | 2010 — Year 1

at least the first eight | June 15, only

weeks of the school 2011

year, staff will be

trained on employing

effective literacy .

strategies in their

classroom with follow

up coaching in the

classroom
PD, SD, IP, ¢. Dennis Parker's Aug 16, Year 1 SIG School Principal
OF Strategic Schooling — | 2010, Sept | only -

Training with the 24,2010, $7,500 for

entire staff during the | Jan 18, consultant

three voluntary staff 2011 $11,278 in

development days. stipends

Revised June 17, 2010
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PD, SD, IP, d. Math Training with ,E_« 26"- $0 $0 Title 1 - $40,000 School Principal
OF Head-Pollett — 2-day | 29", 2010;
summer training and
institute provided for | selected
experienced teachers | days
and a 3-day summer | throughout
training institute the year
provided for new
teachers on. Math
Consultants will work
with the district for an
additional 20 days
throughout the year
for classroom
coaching
Other Resource
Alignment:
PD, SD, IP, .50 FTE Curriculum $0 $0 Title 1 School Principal
OF Specialist salary and
benefits
PD, SD, IP, Staff development $0 30 Title 1, EIA School Principal
OF stipends
PD, SD, IP, 1.0 FTE Resource $0 $0 Title 1, AARA School Principal
OF teacher
PD, SD, IP, Staff development $0 $0 Title 1, Title Ilt, Title 1l, | School Principal,
OF consultants and training School and Library Assistant
costs Improvement Block Superintendent,
Grant Curriculum
PD, SD, IP, Substitute teacher $0 30 EIA School Principal
OF salaries o release

teachers for staff
development and
collaboration

Revised June 17, 2010
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ILT, PD,RPR,
SD,IP, OF

Action #6 - Effective and

Strategic Use of 2

Additional Resource

Teachers; Year 3 1

Additional Resource

Teacher

Responsibilities would

include:

¢ Reading instruction in
small groups in the
classroom during the
day

¢ Instruction after school
with Below Basic, Far
Below Basic learners

o Modeling guided
reading and literacy
instruction in the
classroom for teachers
in the classrooms

« Conduct literacy staff
development

¢ Conducting all DRA
testing and reviewing
results with classroom
teachers

» [ead the Accelerated
Reader campaign,
writing campaign, and
math facts campaign

2 Resource
Teachers
August 17,
2010-June
30, 2012

1 Resource
Teacher
July 1,
2012-June
30, 2013

All
Activities
Aug. 15,
2010-June
15, 2013

Cost Year
1=
$207,888

Cost Year
2=
$213.668

Cost Year
w =
$112,525

SIG

School Principal

Other Resource
Alignment:

Revised June 17, 2010
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and benefits

ILT, PD,RPR, | 1 FTE Resource Teacher Title |, EIA School Principal
SDIP, OF to provide the same
. supports as above
ILT, PD,RPR, | 1FTE Curriculum Coach Title | AARA School Principal
SD,IP, OF to support Measurement and Assistant
Topic and Assessments Superintendent,
Curriculum
ILT, PD,RPR, | Staff development Title |, Title 1 AARA School Principal
SD,IP, OF stipends, Staff
development consultants
and fraining costs
ILT, PD,RPR, | Substitute teacher EIA School Principal
SD.IP, OF salaries to release
teachers for staff
development and
collaboration
SCO, FCE Action #7 — Restructure August 17, | 30 $0 School Principal
the use of 2010-June
Counseling/Outreach 30, 2013
Consultant Staff
Other Resource
Alignment.
SCO, FCE 1 FTE Counselor salary $0 $0 Title 1, EIA Principal and
and benefits Director of
Student Services
SCO, FCE .25 FTE Counselor salary $0 $0 Title 11 Principal and

Director of
Student Services

Revised June 17, 2040




SCO, FCE 1 FTE Counselor salary $0 $0 Elementary Federal Principal and
and benefits School Counseling Director of
Grant Student Services
ES, IRR Action #8 - Revamping By August | $0 NA Assistant
the Teacher and 2010 Superintendent of
Administrative Evaluation Human
System Resources
RPR, IRR Action #9 — Provide October Assistant
Rewards/Incentives for 2010-June Superintendent
teacher performance and | 30, 2013 HR and Principal
achievement results: For all
Unsatisfactory activities
performance evaluation listed

will result in ineligibility for
any performance awards

Revised June 17, 2010
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RPR, IRR

Grade level- financial
awards will be given to an
entire grade level for
exceeding the MT growth
goals outlined in
narrative.

$3,000 per teacher in the
grade level for exceeding
the 55% end of year MT
goal. Certificated
Instructional Support staff
(Resource teachers, Sped
Ed teacher, Counselors,
Curriculum Coach) will
receive a $3,000 stipend
if the entire school
exceeds the 55% end of
year MT goal. Special
Education students will
meet their IEP goals and
504 plans.

$122,667
Year 1

$123,042
Year 2

$123,456
Year 3

SiG

School Principal

Revised June 17, 2010
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RPR, IRR School wide —Awards $2,000 SIG School Principal
and social events will be Year1
sponsored by the school $2,000
SIG funds for attaining the Year 2
school wide goals $2,000
outlined in section ix of Year 3
this application. These
include, but are not
limited to the following:

McDermott Days {a local
sports and recreation
facility with bounce
houses, laser tag, flow
rider, rock climbing wall
and more), ice cream
social, BBQ's.

RPR, IRR Individual - awards will $2,000 SIG School Principal
be given in the form of Year 1
public recognition and $2,000
increased classroom Year 2
supply budgets- $2,000 $2,000
annually Year 3

Principal’'s discretionary
awards — these will be
given to teachers or
students based on
student achievement and
will include periodic items
such as Starbucks cards,
lunch certificates,
classroom supplies, etc -

Revised June 17, 2010
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RPR, IRR Student awards for $10,000 SIG School Principal
Measurement Topic Year 1
growth and STAR/CST $10,000
results: the student is Year 2
given one ticket for every $10,000
point of growth and then Year 3
drawings for rewards
such as Mustang CST
shirt, play day, certificate
to local store, etc.
RPR, IRR Principal’s $2,000 SIG Schoal Principal
Discretionary awards to Year 1
be given to teachers for $2,000
students based on Year 2
student achievement and $2,000
will include such things as Year 3
lunch certificates,
classroom supplies, etc.
GS Action #10: Governance | Aug 2010 District General Fund | Assistant
Structure Superintendent of
Curriculum
RPR Action #11: Recruit, Begin May | Costs SIG, Title 1, EIA, Title | Principal
Place, and Retrain 2010, then | assumed 1, Title I
Teachers on-going under Assistant
other Superintendent of
Actions Curriculum
Assistant

Superintendent of
Human
Resources

Revised June 17, 2010




Indirect Costs Expended Year 1= | SIG Chief Business
by June $42,079 Official
30" of Year2 =
each year $43,901
Year 3 =
$36,834
Total Costs Year1 Year 1=
$1,082,471 | $42,079
Year 2 Year 2 =
$871,682 $43,901
Year 3 Year 3 =
$730,337 $36,834

Revised June 17, 2010
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APPENDIX A

Meeting Agendas, Minutes & Sign-In Sheets
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School Improvement Grant
Jefferson Elementary
Public Hearing with enfire Staff
April 19,2010
2:50 pm.

Agenda

Overview of School Improvernent Grant requirements

Four Models and requirements

Questions Regarding the Four Models

Speak for or Againsta given Mode!

Each person turned in a ballot for their first choice of a model



April 19,2016
Jefferson Staff
Public Hearing at 2:30 pm

Staff Comments from Jefferson School regarding selecting which of the four Models for
change: ‘

Cheryl Cook (from perspective of principal): Turnaround Model to select staff

Shannon: Opposes Turnaround Model, concemed about an outside person making staff
decisions, problem with performance compensation

Becky: Concerned about Turnaround Model and how staff that leaves will be treated at
other schools (even though it may be more effective), prefers Transformation Model

Stacey: Concerned about Turnaround Model; will outside teachers really have the
knowledge on measurement topics and assessments? Bringing too many Learning
Facilitators up to speed at once.

Jutie: Concerned about Turnaround one year prior to going to K-8, two years of changes.

Maricela: Transformation Model would provide more time for new principal to make
decisions regarding staff and programs

Stephanie: Concerned lexgth of time it may take for teacher to make growth.

There were no additional comments.



J effersbn Elementary School

School Improvement Grant
April 19, 2010
Staff Meeting

LINDSAY UNIFIED

SCHOOL DESTRICT

SIGN IN SHEET




LINDSAY UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRLICT

Jefferson Elementary School

School Improvement Grant
April 19, 2010
Staff Meeting

SIGN IN SHEET
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School Improvement Grant
Jefferson Elementary
April 27,2010

Agenda

Introductions

Overview of Process that will be used to seek input

Overview of requirements for Transformation Model and requirements
Brainstorm: How could we do this?

Rigorous, transparent, and equitable Evaluation Systems

Tdentify and reward school leaders, teachers, staff who fmproved student
achievement

Identify and remove those who, after ample opportunity, do not improve
professional practices

Increase instructional time by 300 hours a year



April 27,2010
Tefferson Blementary School Staff Meeting

Evaluation System

‘What is growth?
Involve peers in evaluation (Admin Credential)
Fvery staff member evaluated every year
Collect student portfolios (grads level accountability/ collaboration/planning)
MT assessments and reteach tesults (including DRA/SRA)
Observations of staff development implementation (classroommn visits and stodent work)
CST Data — are beginning teachers held to same levels of accountability?
Setting specific goals for each learner and target dates for reaching progress (be
consistent and fair and consider special needs learners) - involves leatner and parent
partnership
Foliowing through on parent confacts
Accountability to actions based on feedback and observations
Accotmtability to Protocols (set procedures, lesson plans, picking up learners on time,
testing protocol
Use real data in the debrief observation
‘Rubric for student portfolios and monitoring of student portfolios
Tssues regarding combo classes and Dual
Who is held accountable for re-teach results since learners are moved around?
Possible growth measures:
o % of learners moving/making growth
e Goal for each student? (1 level? .5 level?)
9%, of learners making level 3 knowledge
Differential levels of goals based on starting level
Growth on portfolio rubric
Growth tarpets based on enrollment date
Specific reading growth targets
Use all 4 content areas or Math/ELA, Math/SLA -
e Most leamners get to level 3 in all areas
What is the consequence? What goes on the evaluation form?
Fvaluation form has a rubric that considers all components of the goals
Differentiated levels of teacher performance: advanced/proficient/beginning, etc
Look at data points
Scheduled grade level collaboration —mandated

s 8 & & & &

Rewards
e Tinancial incentives (individual, school-wide, grade-level}
e Mandate interventions ‘
o Paid Intervention
e Public recognition
« Incentives for mentoring with results
o Teacher of the Month Parking



e Paid collaboration tme

« Monpey for classroom supplies

o Money for student incentives

« Tnoentives for parents to engage, participate
» Tield trips

e Incentives just to be af Jefferson

Removal
o What does removal mean?
 How long should people be given fo improve?
o Support provided
o Documentation completed
o Given 1 year '
o Chance to improve, then begin disciplinary measures that suspends w/out
pay '
e Involve multiple administrators :
» What about “borderline™ teachers? (year after year of mediocrity) — consider
multiple years, same process as above '

Tnerease Learning Time — (300 hours targeted learners)
Saturday school

Longer school day

Flexible/change in Wednesday schedule (none at all)
More school days (during breaks or before school)
Only for those not at level 3

Grade-level teams for interventions

Longer day for everyone

Partner w/Afterschool program

Hire additional teachers

Differential start/end time

Use technology sirategically
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'School Improvernent Grant
Jefferson Elementary
- Apnil 28, 2010

Agenda

Introductions

Overview of work accomplished on Tuesday

Review information collected:

Rigorous, transparent, and equitable Evaluztion Systems

Identify and reward school leaders, teachers, staff who improved student
achievement

Tdentify and remove those who, after ample opportumity, do not tmprove
professional practices

Tncrease instroctional time by 300 hours a year

' Process for prioritizing ideas (power vote)

Identification of Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses and Barriers
Discussion of timeline and MOU for Barriers



LINDSAY UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Jefferson Elementary School
Staff Meeting

School Improvement Giant

SIGN IN SHEET

April 29, 2010
Sign-In
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70  pessible
April 27,2010 ¥ - 60+
Teff El School Staff Meetn; :
efferson Elementary 0 esting RANRT LN @ . csg- 5§
Growth and Other ImportantMe@ . + = so- 7Y
What is growth? - - - '

@& &-MT assessments and reteach results (inclading DRA/SRA) 58
(ST Data — are beginning teachers held to same levels of accountability? 38

+ & Setting specific goals for each learner and target dates for reaching progress (be £ 2
consistent and fair and consider special needs learness) — involves Jeamer and parent
parinership

Possible growth measures:
4 ~* % of leamers moving/making growth &9
1+ e Goal for cach student? (1 level? .5 level?) £4
..» % of learners making level 3 knowledge ¢ $
¢ = Differential levels of goals based on starting level 59
& e Growth on portfolio rubric 5
o Growth targets based on enrollment date 46
4 = Specificteading growth targets £
4+ » Use all 4 content areas or Math/ELA, Math/SLA 53
+ » Mostlearners get to level 3 inall areas  §0

-
[nvolve peers i evaluation (Admin Credential) 3 ©

(-p Every staff member evaluated every year 5
1 Collect stadent portfolios (grade level accountability/collaboration/planming) $2
% Observations of stafl development implementation (classroom visits and student work) B G
Following through on parent contacts 4§ '
% Accountability to actions based on feedback and observations ( Z-
# Accountability to Protocols (set procedures, lesson plans, picking up leamers on time, (6
testing protocol
-t Use real data in the debrief observation 50
A Rubric for stadent portfolios and monitoring of student portfolios 573
Issues regarding combo classes and Dual 40
Who is held accountable for re-teach results since learners are moved around? 38
What is the consequence? What goes on the evaluation form? Y
"\ Bvaluation form has 2 rubric that considers all components of the goals 52
+ Differentiated levels of teacher performance: advanced/proficient/beginning, etc 51 -
4+ Look at data poinis 50 '
@0 Scheduled grade level collaboration --mandated 5 4

Rewards

e Fipancial incentives (individual, schocl-wide, grade-level)
+ Mandate interventions



Jefferson Elementary PTO
vpriends of Jefferson”

Agenda — April 20, 2010

1) Carnival
a) Celebrate success!
b} Review financial data (Karin)
2) Teacher Appreciation Week
a) May3®7"
b) Breakfast for teachers on Friday, 577
c) Volunteers?
3) Public Hearing at 5:30 p.m. regarding School Improvement Grant (SIG)



SIG Form 2—Collaborative Signatures (page 1 of 2)

Collaborative Signatures: The SIG program is to be designed, implemented, and
sustained through a collaborative organizational structure that may include students,
parents, representatives of participating LEAs and school sites, the local governing
board, and private and/or public external technical assistance and support providers.
Each member should indicate whether they support the intent of this application.

The appropriate administrator and representatives for the District and School Advisory
Committees, School Site Council, the district or school English Learner Advisory
Council, collective bargaining unit, parent group, and any other appropriate stakeholder
group of each school to be funded are to indicate here whether they support this sub-
grant application. Only schools meeting eligibility requirements described in this RFA
may be funded. (Attach as many sheets as necessary.)

Name and Title Organization/ Support
Signature School Yes/No

SIG Form 2, Collaborative Signatures, has been removed due to

privacy concerns. Each school’'s SIG Form 2 is on file with the CDE.
See the CDE’s Public Access Web page at

http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/lr/cl/pa.asp for information about obtaining

access to these forms.
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JEFFERSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

333 N. Westwood Avenue * Lindsay, Califomia 93247 % Phone 559-562-6303 * Fax 558-562-8529
LINDSAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

School Site Council Agenda
La Agenda del Concilio Escolar
APRIL 20, 2010/del 20 de abril, 2010
5:30 p.m., CAFETERIA

Call to Order/Erpezar la Junta ' Chairperson, Mrs. Cock
flag salute/saludo a la bandera :

Comprehensive Student Support Update/ Outreach Consuttant,
Apoyo de servicios estudiantiles Grace Jimenez-lriye
School Improvement Grant Presentation Superintendent Kliegl

Preseritacién mejord de la escuela

Budget Summary for 2009 — 201 of Principal, Mr. Saenz
Ei resumen de Presupuestro para e} afio 2009 —2010

Library Tour/Excursién de la biblioteca | Chairberson, Mrs. Cook

Action [tems/Los artfulos de accion

Information/infomacion

Next meeting/La siguiente junta sera:
To be determined '

Adjourn/Conclusion Chairperson, Mrs. Cook



JEFFERSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
SCHOOL SITE COUNCIL
April 20, 2010
MINUTES

Members in attendance:
Parents: Priscilla Arroyo
Maria Fernandez
Heriberto Marquez

Staff: Enedina Ferrer, Certificated
Blanca Lopez, Certificated
Cheryl Cook, Classified
Chris Saenz, Principal

Members absent: Maria Mendez, Parent
{uz Miranda, Parent

Guests in attendance:  Grace Jimenez-Iriye, Qutreach Consultant
Meekaela Parker, Learner

1. Call to Order — Mzs. Cook called the meeting to order at 5:40 p.m.
and led the flag salute. The council reviewed the minutes from the
January 26, 2010 meeting. Mrs. Martinez moved to motion to
approve the mmutes as corrected. Mrs. Arroyo seconded the motion
to approve the minutes as corrected. Minutes were approved with all
in favor as corrected.

2. Comprehensive Student Support Update — Mrs. Jimenez-Iriye
shared discipline data with the council. Mrs. Arroyo posed the
question wondering why there was a spike of referrals for the month
of February. Mr. Saenz shared it could be mid-point of the school year

" and establishing again the expectations for behavior,

3. School Improvement Grant —Mrs. Kliegl shared information about
the persistently low achieving status and requirements of the School
Improvement Grant. The School Site Council members were asked for
input on the four models. The members mostly asked questions about



the models. They wanted to know why the school had not been
making progress.

4. Budget Summary 2009 — 2010 — Mr. Saenz reviewed with the
council the status of the current school year budget. Mr. Saenz
brought aftention to the high balance in materials and supplies in the
Economic Impact Aid and Title I resource. The plan for this large sum
of money is to purchase books for classroom libraries for grades 3-6
and to increase the English collections in the dual classrooms. If there
are any funds available afier the purchase of classroom library books
money will be provided to purchase additional books for the school
library.

Action Items — There were no action items at this time.

5. Tnformation — A) Mrs. Martinez shared with the council “Start the
Day for Students” an educational movement to help make the public
aware of the problem with the state budget and taking away from
education. Staff will be out on the streets prior to school fo educate
parents of the situation. B) Mr. Saenz shared about multiplication
facts challenge being conducted in grades 2-6. Based on the data
showing the Jow number of learners with knowledge of multiplication
facts, Mr. Dixon developed the plan which began this week. The goal
is to motivate learners to master their facts which will then earn them.
a chance fo win a bicycle. There will be a bike given away al each
orade level. C) Mr. Saenz shared information regarding the recent
parent meeting focusing on the Standards Based System. Durring the
meeting parents were given information regarding the measurement
topics, grading and assessments. This is a system which is place K-
12 in Lindsay Unified School District. Jefferson had approximately 55
parents in attendance at the meeting. The participants consisted of
parents from Washington, Lincoln, Jefferson and Garvey.

6. Library Tour — A tour of the library was held. Mrs. Cook proudly
showed off the new library facility which has been updated with new
shelving. The new, updated and improved library has been used since
learners returned from Winter break in January.

Adjourn
Meeting adjourned at 6:35 p.m.



LINDSAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Page -3-
BOARD OF TRUSTEES Minutes

Superintendent Klieg!

INFORMATION

Annuaf Conference on Standards and
Assessment

District English Language Advisory
Commiitee

3-8-10

Superintendent  Kliegl reported on the relationship between
Persistently Low Achieving Schools designation and Race to the Top.
For the State of California to apply for Race to the Top funds, they had
fo pass certain laws. That happened in about January, 2010. Those
laws now apply to school districts regardiess of whether we receive
Race to the Top funds. California was not selected in the first round for
Race fo the Top funds but will reapply in June 2010. Superintendent
Klieg! also reported that the Proposition 84 Parks grant was submitied.
This is joint project between the School District and ihe City. Garvey
will be implementing the intervention period where a student who has
not received Level 3 knowledge will go instead of thelr electives
beginning this week.

Mr. Rooney said the team of Curriculum Coaches and staff woukd be
attending a conference on Standards and Assessmeni in Nevada
which will feature a significant amount of information on the standards-
hased measurement program.

Mr. Rooney shared that the February 10 resfing was wefl attended by
the English Learner committee members. The process of identifying
English Learners, CELDT scoring report and a final review of a
proposed parent survey were all part of the meeting agenda. The
DELAC committee will use the parent survey as a tool for gathering
input from other parents regarding El. services in the district,

Apublici0g-1SCHOOL BOARDWinutes\Wig of 3.8.10.doc



LINDSAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
BOARD OF ERDUCATION
April 26, 2010
AGENDA - REGULAR MEETING
1. OPEN SESSION

A CALL TO ORDER — 5:30 p.m. at Lindsay Unified School District, Board Room, 371 E
Hermosa, Lindsay, CA 93247

1L PUBLIC COMMENT — The public is invited to comment on any subject under the jurisdiction of the
Board, including agenda items, other than noticed public hearings. Commernts shall be limited
to three minutes per person, unless otherwise indicated by the Board President.

. ACTION[TEMS
A Approval of the Agenda
iv. CLOSED SESSION

A Student issues [Ed Code §35146, 48912(b), 48918(t)]
To consider Disciplinary/Expuision Action,

B’ PersonnekCertificated/Classified (Gov. Code §54957)
To consider the appointment, employment, evaluation of performance,

discipline or dismissal of a public employee; to hear complaints ar charges
against an employee.

& Conference with Real Property Negotiators (Gov. Code §54656.8)

Agency Negotiators: Michael Winters; Janet Klieg!; Jihad Hemaidan; Elizabeth B. Hearey
and Peter Sturges

Negotiating parties: Michae! J. Scianamblo
Under negotiation:  price and terms and conditions of potential purchase of property

D. Gonference With Legal Counsel-Anticipated Litigation

Iritiation of litigation pursuant fo subdivision {c) of section 54958.9. (1 potential case)
Case #1:09—CV-1483 OWW GSA

£ Conference with Labor Negotiator (Gov. Code 54957 .6)

It iz the Intent of the Board to meet in Closed Session to review its posifion and to instruct
its 1abor negotiator.

Negot‘xa‘cnr: Organizations:
Janet K. Klieg), Superintendent Lindsay Teacherls Association

Califonia School Employees Association
V. OPEN SESSION- 6:00 p.m. NOTE: REMINDER THAT MEETINGS ARE RECORDED

VI. FLAGSALUTE

Vil. PUBLIC COMMENT — The public is invited to comment cn any subject under the jurisdiction of the
Board, including agenda items, other than noticed public hearings. Comments shall be
limited to three minutes per person, Uniess otherwise indicated by the Board President.

VI COMMUNICATIONS
A, Board

1. T.C.O.V.E. Representative
2. Healthy Start Representative

3. Lindsay High Schoo! Student Representative, Araceli Arredondo
B. StafiiStudents

Notice: if documents are distibutad to hoard members conceming an agenda flem within 72 hours of a regular bozard meeting, af the same time the
documents will be made available far public nspection af the Disirict Office located at 371 E Hermosa during reguiar work hours. If a disability-related
modification or accommadation is requested, piease contact Bobbie Velasquez at 562-5111, ext 5108,



LINDSAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
BOARD OF EDUGATION
April 28, 2010
AGENDA - REGULAR MEETING

X. INFORMATION Page
A. Project Management integration (PMI)Report 1
B. Curriculum and Assessment Coach at Elementary Schools 9
C. District Office Summer Work Schedule ' 16
D. RiSC Training, Maine for Tom Rooney and Virgel Hammonds 7 11
E. | HS Commencement Ceremony — Event Arrangement 12
F. Curriculum and Assessment Conference Report 13

X ACTION ITEMS

A Consent Calendar
1. Approval of Regular Board Meeting Minutes, April 12, 2010 . 14
2. Approval of Accounts Payable Final Report 2
3. Approval of Perscnnel Assignment Order 55
4. Approval of Contracts 57
5. Approval of Disposal of Obsolete Equipment 66
6. Approval of Requests for Field Trips. 70

B. QOther Action ‘

1. Approval of Resotution 10-28, In the Matter of Reduction or Elimination of Certain 75
Classified Services for the 2010-2011 School Year

2. Approvat of Resalution 10-29, In the Matter of the Reduction or Disconiinuation of e
Paricular Certificated Services for the 2010-2011 School Year

3. Approval of Initial Bargaining Proposal of the Lindsay Unified School District for the 80
2010-2011 Reopeners with the California School Employees Association and its
tindsay Chapter No, 438

4. Approval of Initial Bargaining Proposal of the Lindsay Unified School District for the 82
2010-2011 Reopeners with the Lindsay Teachers Associaion/CTAMNEA

5. Selection of School improvement Grant (SIG) Model for Jefferson Elementary 34
School
Approval of Change Order 2, New Lindsay High School Gym and Library 85
Approval of Change Order 3, New Lindsay Eiementary School 88
Approval of Change Order 6, New lindsay High School _ 92

XL ADJOURN

Nofice: if documents are distributed fo board metbers conceming an agenda fterm within 72 hours of a regular board meeting, at the same time the
documertts will be made available for public inspection at the District Office located at 371 E Hermosa during regular work hours. 1 a disabllity-related
modification or accommodation is requested, plaase coritact Bobbie Velasquerz at 562-5111, ext 5108.



LINDSAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
BOARD OF TRUSTEES

ACTION ITEMS

CONSENT CALENDAR

OTHER ACTION

Approval of Resolution 10-28, In the Matter
of Reduction or Elimination of Certain
Classified Services for the 2010-2011
Schoul Year

Approval of Resolution 10-29, in the Matter
of Reduction or Discontinuation of

Particular Certificated Services for the 2010-

2011 School Year

Approval of Initial Bargaining Proposal of
the Lindsay Unified School District for the
2010-2011 Reopeners with the California
School Employees Association and its
Lindsay Chapter No. 438

Approval of Initial Bargaining Proposatl of
the Lindsay Unified School District for the
2010-2011 Reopeners with the Lindsay
Teachers Association/CTA/NEA

Selection of School Improvement Grant
(S1G) Model for Jefferson Elementary
School

Page -4-
Minutes
4-26-10

A motion was made by Trustes Moreno, secondad by Trustee Milier {o
approve the Consent Calendar with an amended Personnel Assignment
Order and amended Coniracts.

Approved Regular Board Meeting Minutes, April 12, 2010.
Approved Accounts Payable Final Report.

Approved Amended Personnel Assignment Order: Ceriificated Hire:
Loretta Bryant, Principal, Jefferson, effective 7/1110. Classified Hire:
Antonia Lopez, TA Pre K, Washington, effective 4/26/10; Barbara
Maclsaac, TA Pre K 1l, Lincoln, effective Af26/10. Classified Resignation: -
Rebecca Drake, TA Pre K, Lincoln, effective 4/23/10; Brook Vandemark,
TA Pre K, Lincoln, effective 4/23/10. Classified Transfer: Tonya Kline, TA
Pre K, Washingion to TAPre K, Lincoln, effective 4/26/10.

Approved Confracts: Tulare County Agreement #21685; Trustees of the
California State University, Bakersfield; Lantex Corp.

Approved Disposal of Obselete Equipment: Lincoln Elementary
School, Library Books — per attached list

Approved Requests for Field Trips: LHS: AVID 10 College visit, May
23-24, 2010, Sacramento and surTounding area, Guitar, May 7-9, 2010,
Sacramento, CA. JJ Caims: Senior Trip, June 9, 2010, Los Angeles CA.

Ayes: Blue, Moreno, Hermrera, Miller. Abstain: None. Noes: None, Absent
Williams. Motion carried.

Superintendent Klieg! infroduced Mrs. Bryant to the Beard. Mrs. Bryant

~ introduced her family to the Board and they were welcomed to LUSD.

A moticn was made by Trustee Miller, seconded by Trustee Herrera to
approve Resolution 10-28, In the Matter of Reduction or Elimination of
Certain-Classified Services for the 2010-2017 School Year. Roll Call
Results; Ayes: Blue, Moreno, Herrera, Miller. Abstain: None. Noes: None.,
Absent: Williams. Motion carried.

A motion was made by Trustee Herrera, seconded by Trustee Moreno o
approve Resolution 10-29, In the Matter of Reduction or Discontinuation
of Particular Certificated Services for the 2010-2011 School Year. Roll
Call Resulis: Ayes: Blue, Moreno, Hemera, Miller, Abstain: None. Noes:
None. Absent Williams. Motion carried.

A motion was made by Trustee Moreno, seconded by Trustee Milier to
approve the Initial Bargaining Proposal of the Lindsay Unified Schoot
District for the 2010-2011 Reopeners with the California Schoel
Employees Association and its Lindsay Chapter No. 438, Ayes: Blue,
Moreno, Herrera, Miller. Abstain: None. Noes: None. Absent: Williams.
Mation carried.

A motion was made by Trustee Herrera, seconded by Trustee Moreno to
approve the Initial Bargaining Proposal of the Lindsay Unified School
District for the 2010-2011 Reopeners with the Lindsay Teachers
Association/CTA/NEA. Ayes: Blue, Moreno, Herrera, Miller. Abstain:
None. Noes: None, Absent: Williams. Mofion carmed.

A motion was made by Trustee Miller. seconded by Trustee Herrera to
approve the Transformation Model for Jefferson Elementary Schoot for
e School improvement Grant. Ayes: Blue, Maoreno, Herrera, Mitler.
Abstain: None. Noes: None. Absent Wiliams. Motion carried.
HApubBADS-1NSCHOOL BOARDMINUtes Mg of 4.26.10.doc




LINDSAY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Page -3-
BOARD OF TRUSTEES Minutes

Superintendent Kliegl

INFORMATION

Mascot Selection for Roosevelt Eiementary
Scheol

Review of Board Priorities

Re-lnventing Schools Cealition (RISC}

5-10-10

Superintendent Kiiegl informed the Board that she would be having
cataract surgery on Wednesday, May 12, 2010 and be oui of the office.
She announced that Rebecca Mestaz had been selected as ACSA
Region 11 President. Superintendent Kilegl said she had bean on the
interview panel to hear senior exit interviews and was guite impressed
with the students’ presentations. The district is busy working on a number
of grants. Superintendent Kliegl discussed the possibliity of revising the
model for Jefferson schoot from Transformation fo Tumaround since the
school is ciose to meeting the citeria for the Transformation model.

~ Another benefit of changing to that model is removal of the Program

Improvement (PI) status at Jefferson. The recommendation for revising
the madel will be brought to the May 24 regular board meeting for board
approval. The STAR festing resulis being tied to grades has been
researched in Board Policy which showed there was nothing saying it was
not allowed. The issue however wouid be how the teacher would give a
grade at the end of the semester prior o test results being received. The
Del Corley plaque is ready to order. Any individuals interested in donating
may give money io the Business Office.

Superintendent Kliegl reporied that Lincoln Elementary School was the
only school that submitted @ recommendation for a mascol: the Grizzlies.
The Board was impressed with the research done by Lincoln school on
the Roosevelt family and their connection with naiure and the
environment. A new commitiee consisting of Mr. Doria, Ms. Velasquez
and Superiniendent Kliegl will be in place for selection of a mascot for

‘ Kennedy Elementary School.

Superintendent Kiiegl reviewed fhe district's progress with the Board
priorities: Academics, Facilittes and Fiscal Integrity and what progress has
been accomplished under the disfrict’s Vision.

Mr. Rooney shared that he and Mr. Hammonds worked as frainers with a
district in Maine with their first year of RISC implementation. Mr. Rooney
noted that having the “behind the scenes” perspective, as a RISC frainer
was very helpful and comprehensive. A Memorandum of Understanding
will be presented at a future Board Meseting for approval for LUSD to
become part of the RISC Coalition. Funding is availabie for participating
coalition members through a grant that RISC has applied for and expects
to receive. The funding would be used to pay for assessments and other
expenses as part of a research project. Mr. Hammonds thanked the
Roard for allowing he and Mr. Rooney to go to Maine for this valuable
learming opportunity. |

Lslic\ne-10\SCHOOL BOARDWInutes\Mig of 5.10.10.doc
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Local Benchmark Data



Appendix B — Local Benchmark Data

Following are the result of data analysis sesstons that were held by district administration
multiple times during the 2009/2010 school year. Specifics of the Jefferson Elementary School
data is included below and linked to the summaries on page 18 of the narrative application.

This data shows the increase in the percent of students reaching Proficient or Advanced levels on
the district standards-based assessments after the re-teach/re-assess period for various reporting
periods.

November 2009
ELA
= 9™ orade: 14% growth in Standard: Reading: 1.5
x 2™ orade: 15% growth in Standdrd: Writing: 2.1 ' :
« 3% grade: 25% growth in Standard: Reading: 1.1 and Reading: 2.6. A 18% growth in
Standard: Language Conventions: 1.6 ' :
x 4% grade: 9%-18% growth
= 4% orade ELA Writing Narrative: 23% growth
» 5% grade ELA Writing Expository to Explain: 32 % growth
« 6% grade ELA Writing Expository to Explain: 28% growth

Math-Spanish, Number Sense, Addition/Subtraction
Kindergarten: 28% growth

1% grade: between 9%-34% growth on all standards
27 grade: 11%-15% growth

3™ grade: 12%-20% growth

4™ orade: 13%-41% growth

5t orade: 28%-34% growth

February 2010

K.-6 Social Studies Non-Dual Classrooms

Kindergarten: Recognizing national and state symbols — 23% Prof/Adv
First Grade: Symbols, Icens, Traditions — 56% Prof/Adv
Background of American Citizens — 0% Prof/Adv

Second Grade: Things that Happened Long Ago —7% Prof/Adv
Third Grade: Geography of California 3% Prof (77% FBB)
Fourth Grade: Span Exploration to Missions- 3% Pro/Adv
Transformation of the CA Economy —55% Basic or above
Fifih Grade: Cooperation and Conflict — 0% Prof/Adv

Sixth Grade: Ancient Hebrews —32% Prof/Adv

Mesopotamia- 38% Prol/Adv

K-6 Spanish Language Axts

Kinder:

Over 50% of the learners moved out of the FFB Jevel

Over 50% of the learners moved into the Prof and Adv levels




Only 1 learner Prof or Adv on the DRA levels

First grade:

Over 50% of the learners moved out of the FEB level

Over 50% of the learners moved into the Prof and Adv levels
Only 7 learners Prof and 0 Adv on the DRA levels

Second grade:

Over 50% of the leamners moved out of the FFB level after the reteach

Over 50% of the learners moved to Adv level in standards Reading 3.1, 3.3 (Comprehensmn)
and Lapg Conv 1.3, 1.4, 1.8

Over 50% Prof or Adv in Narrative Writing after the re-teach

20 learners moved out of FBB after the re-teach

Third grade:

Growth in Reading 1.1 (word families) and 1.4 (Antonyms, syn, etc)

Negative growth pattern in Lang Conv 1.2 (subject/verb agreement etc). Only 15/94 learners are
Proficient or Advanced on this standard even after the re-teach

Fourth grade:

Number of learners it FBB increased significantly in nearly every standard after the re-teach
Number of learners in Prof/Adv dropped significantly in nearly every standard after the re-teach
Learners seemed to go backwards on the re-assessment

Fifth grade:
Over 50% of the learners are Proficient or Advanced on Expository writing
10 leamners moved to the Prof or Adv levels after the re-teach

Sixth grade:

Number of learmners in FBB increased in about half the standards after the re-feach

Number of learners in ProffAdv also increased significantly in nearly every standard after the re-
teach

K-5 Spanish History Social Science

Kinder: National and State Symbols - 60% Basic or above

First grade: Symbels, [cons, Traditions — 65% Basic or zbove

Rackground of American Citizens 0% Proficient/Advanced and 76% Far Below Basic
Second Grade: Thing that Happened Laong Ago — 45%-50% Proficient/Advanced
Third Grade: Geography of California — 92% IFar Below Basic or Below Basic

Fourth grade: Tawght and assessed in English, no results

Fifth Grade: Cooperation and Conflict -- 14% Proficient/Advanced

K-6 Science
Kindergarten - Stucture and Property of Matter - 25% Proficient/Advanced

I* Grade - Atmospheric Processes - No learner scored Proficient or Advanced



74 Grade - Forces and Motion - Only one learner perfosmed Proficient or Advanced
Dual leamers did better than non-Dual learners

3 Grade
1. Biological Evolution and Diversity- 27% Proficient/ Advanced (highest science
assessment resulis in the school)
2. Sources and Properties of Energy - 93% of learners at Below Basic

4% Grade
1. Relationships Among Organisms
a. 50% of non-dual learners at Far Below Basic
b. 4% of learners at Proficient/Advanced

5™ Grade
1. Structure and Properties of Matter
a. 0% performed Proficient/Advanced
b. Nearly 50% of the learners performed at Far Below Basic
2. Atmospheric Processes
a. 58% of learners at Far Below Basic
b. 0% Proficient or Advanced

6" Grade
1. Soutces and Properties of Energy
a  0-6% of learners performing at Proficient/Advanced
b. Did not appear to teach standard 4e in Dual or non-Dual (zero correct)
2. Composition and Structure of Farth - 24% of learners Proficient/Advanced

February 2010 and March 2010 '
This report includes only K-6 ELA data for English Learners, K-6 ELA data for non-English
Leamers, and K-G Science assessment-data.

The number of FL’s taking both versions of the assessment were nearly equal, showing that
nearly all EL.’s had to re-take that BLA assessment. On nearly every assessment in grades 2-0,
there was a backward trend in the percent of learners showing proficient or advanced scores ont
version #1 and version #2. On neasly every assessment there was improvement on one or two
standards after the re-teach, but for all other standards (usually about 3-6 standards in each grade
level) scores either remained flat or went backwards.

For non-English Learners, the data was very similar in grades K.-3% with a very flat or non-
existent growth trend from version #1 to version #2. Also in grades K-3zd, the difference in the
percent Proficient or Advance between EL’s and non-EL’s was very low. In several instances,
the EL’s actually oufperformed the non-EL’s. However, in grades 4%2.6% the percent
Proficient/Advanced increased significantly after the re-teach and the gap between EL’s and non-
F1’s increased with each grade level. By the 6™ grade non-EL’s were outperforming EL’s by
25-40% on nearly every standards. '



Questions generated as a result of this data analysis session:

1.
2. Was the re-teach based on data-analysis results?

3.

4. ‘With some scores dropping or flat-lining after the re-teach/re-assess window, what

o v

Was there a focused re-teach on all of the Measurement Topics or just a selected few?
Was the re-teach window long enough?

content is being committed to long-term memory?

Was there some knowledge lost over the 3-week winter break?

How many re-teaching days were done after the break and before the re-assessment?
Was something different done during the re-teach (urgency, differentiation, etc) or was it
just a basic re-teaching of the knowledge in the same way it was done before?

s there a difference in the instruction being offered to EL’s and non-EL’s? Are we just

teaching to the lower end (EL’s) when some of our non-EL’s could be pushed higher?

Results outlined below show student ELA improvement on local assessments during the
2009/2010 school year.
K ELA March 2010

a  10% Proficient/Advanced

b. 48% Below Basic

c. Progress over three assessment windows is promising. From 93%-98% Far Below
Basic in October 2009 to 25% Far Below Basic in March 2010

d. Stili 85 learners Far Below Basic in March 2010

1* grade ELA March 2010

a. Only 10% P/A
b. 37% at Basic
c. Good growth since October:
1. 95% Far Below Basic-Oct
2. 35% Far Below Basic-March 2010
d. Still represents 123 students at Far Below Basic

2% grade ELA, DRA/SRI, March 2010

a. Sdll have 51 learpers at Far Below Basic in March 2010
b. 27% Proficient/ Advanced

3" orade ELA, DRA/SRI, October 2009

a. 19% Proficient/Advanced

3" grade ELA, DRA/SRI, December 2009

a. 29% Proficient/Advanced

3™ grade ELA, DRA/SRI, March 2010

a. 26% Proficient/Advanced
b. The DRA/SRI scores went backwards or flat from December 2009 to
March 2010



c. Tar Below Basic (flat), Below Basic (+), Basic (+), Proficient (+},
Advanced (-5%) .

d. Very litile gain in % at Below Basic or Proficient

e. Backwards 5% in % at Advanced

4® grade ELA, DRA/SRI, December 2009
a. 37% Basic, Proficient end Advanced

4% grade ELA, DRA/SRI, March 2010
a 138% Basic, Proficient and Advanced

st grade ELA, DRA/SRI, October 2009
2 24% Basic, Proficient and Advanced

50 grade ELA, DRA/SRI, December 2009
a 30-32% Basic, Proficient and Advanced

5% orade ELA, DRA/SRI, March 2010
a. 41% Basic, Proficient and Advanced

6™ grade, ELA, DRA/SRI, October 2009
a. 22% Basic, Proficient and Advanced

62 grade, ELA, DRA/SRI, December 2010
2. 30% Basic, Proficient and Advanced

6™ grade, ELA, DRA/SRI, March 2010
a. Inconclusive data with 35 missing scores
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' ARTICLE Xll: SALARIES
12.1 Sa[aw Schedule

12.1.1 An additional column to the salary schedule which shali be

designaied as BA+75 with a Master's Degree will be added
effective with the 2006/2007 school year. The coiumn shalt reflect
the squared BA+75 provisions and add the ‘current Master's
Degree Stipend. No adjusiment to the Salary Schedule or Exira.
Duty Salary Schedule (Appendix A) wili be made for ihe
2008/2010 school year. District will provide a one-time
payment of $900 for each current full-time Cerfificated
Employee payable on or before the Winter Break 2009
12.1.2 Al teachers who serve cther than the required number of days as
set forth in Article X1V, Schoel Calendar, shall receive a salary
which is based upon the number of days worked multiplied by the
daily rate of pay as defined in Article Ill, Definitions, paragraph 3.6
of this Agreement. Notwithstanding the above, teachers who serve
for one (1) full semester shall receive not less than one-half (1/2)
the annual salary applicable to their class and step.
12.1.3 The salary schedule column descriptions will be as follows:
Base Pay Less than a preliminary credential
Column A Bachelor's Degree, preliminary credential or higher,
and less than 45 post baccalaureate units.
Column B Bachelor's Degree, prei':minarﬁr credential or higher,
' and at least 45 to less than 60 post baccalaureate
units.
Column C Bachelor's Degree, prelirninary credential or higher,
’ and at least 60 to less than 75 post baccalaureate
units. '
Column D Bachelor's Degree, prefiminary credential or higher,
and 75 or more post baccalaureate units.
Column E  Master's Degree, preliminary credential or higher,

and at least 75 post baccalaureate units.



12.1.4

12.1.5

12.1.6

Teachers who hold a Masters Degree, buf have fewer than 75
units, will receive an additional yearly stipend, which is set forth in
Appendix A, attached.

The Bilingual stipend is on the salary schedule {(Appendix A). A
“hilingual teachef’ shall mean a teacher in a designated bilingual
classroom or a bilingual resource teacher holding the requisite
bilingual certificate or waiver. '
Effective July 1, 2009 this modified salary schedule in Section
13.1.8 shall be reduced by three duty days [1.6%], from 188 days
per year to 185 days per year. This modified saiary schedule is set .
forth in Appendix A and shall serve as the base for future salary
adjustmentis.

12.2 Salary Schedule Implementation

12.21

12.2.2

The annual salaries set forth in this Agreement shall be paid in
eleven (11) equal instalments, payable on the last working day of
each month beginning in August, with appropriate deductions.
Salary payments for services in addition to the teacher's regular

-assignment shall be made no later than thirty (30) days after the

payroll period in which the service was performed. Procedural
exceptions may be made under emergency conditions,

Credit for ceriificated service outside the District shall be allowed
on the salary schedule at the rate of one (1) step for each year of
service. Private school experienice for siep increment on the
salary schedule will be accepted, providing the private school was
state accredited and the teacher in question held a valid teaching

credential at the intern level or above at the time of teaching.

.Earned degrees received and units of study in an accredited

college or university shall be allowed for initial placement on the
salary schedule.

12.2.2.1 Courses which are deemed by a college or university to be

applicable to a graduate degree that were completed prior
to completion of, and were not included in, the aitainment
of the Bachelor's Degree, may be considered for salary
placement as though they had been completed



12.23

12.2.4

12.2.5:

12.2.6

subsequent to the granting of the Bachelor's Degree. Such
conditicns must be verified by the employee through

official transcripts or other suitable proof.

12222 The burden of proof shall be upon the teacher to provide

written verification that the graduate courses in question

are c!éariy qualified for post-baccalaureate credit.

12.2.2.3 New teachers to the District shall have thirty (3C) days from

their first day of paid service to submit verification of units

and years of service for inifial salary schedule placement.
All teachers shall advance one (1) vertical sfep on.the salary
schedule for each year of service, except thase whose piacenient
is at the maximum step for their ciass and those affected by Article
19.16 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, _
Credits from colleges and universities that are a part of a teacher's
credential or degree program shall be acceptable for horizontal
advancement on the salary schedule.

Cradits for horizontal advancement, not in a degree or credential

* program, shall be directly related to the field of education, shall be

from an accredited college or university, and mest one (1) of the

following criteria.

12.2.5.1 Be in lower, upper, or graduate division in the teacher's

assigned fleld;

12.2.52  Bein the teacher's major or minor field;

12.2.53 Be in a new major or minor field. This additional field may

be determined befwzen the teacher and hisfher site

principal;

12.2.5.4 Provide training fo improve professional teaching

competencies;

12.2.5.5 Travel units shall be credited if they are in the teachers

assigned field, major/minor fietd, or new major/minor field.”
Semester hours (units) as defined by the particular accredited
college or university wili be.acceptable for placement on the salary

schedule. Quarier hours {units} shall be converted to semester



12.3

1227

1228

hours (units) by multiplying the total number of such hours (units)

~ by two-thirds (2/3).

Teachers requesting reclassification from one class to another
shall file such requests with the District no later than March 1 of
each school year. Supporting ljecords such as grade reporis or
unofficial transcripls shall be filed with the District no later than
September 30 of the ensuing year. If by September 30 the teacher
is unable to submit supporting records or transcripts verifying such
units, official notices in the form of a letter from the co!]ége or
university shall be submitted. Such femporary vetification which
indicates safisfactory complefion of ‘the coursa(s) shall be

sufficient evidence to meet the above requiremant. The teacher

.shall provide the official transcript or affidavit document fo the

District as soen as it becomes available.
The coursework for units submitted for salary schedule placement
must have been completed prior fo the first day of instruction of

the school year in which the salary adjustrent is requested.

Exira Duty Pa

12.3.1

1232

123.3

12.3.4

. The base for the extra duty pay schedule shall be $47,402 for the |

20092010 school year. Effective July 1, 2010, the base for the

extra duty pay schedule shall be $40,740. The exira duty pay

schedule is attached as Appendix B.

All extra duty positions shall be filled at the discretion of the

administration. .

12.3.2.1 ; Effective the 2008/09 schoo! year, Elementary

’ Grade Level Chairs, as assigned by the site

principal, shall receive the full Grade Level
Chair stipend indenfified on the extra duty
salary schedule, Appendix B2,

An additional ten percent (10%) shall be paid for each week in CIF .

playeffs or for participation in valley championship meets.

If at a future date an extra duty position currently assigned class

time becomes one where class time is not assigned, the District

agress {o meet and confer on the matter.



12.4

12.5

12.3.5

The extra duty pay, as shown in Appendix-B aftached, may be
decreased pro-rata in those instances where an activity does not
continue through the normal performance period in any school
year.

Hourly Pay Rate

42,41 The hourly rate of pay as defined in Ariicle 3 is $28.00 per hour.
12.4.1.1 Effective July 1, 2008, the hourly pay' rate for
the After Schoal Hourly Intervention Program
will be the teachers reguiar hourly rate up to
' a maximum of $42.00 per hour.

1242 Teachers who perfonﬁ the'foilowing instructionai or co-curricular
work beyond the regulai' workday or school year shall be paid at .
the hourly pay rate for all such work performed.

12.4.21 Summer School Program
12.4.2.2 Home Teaching

12423 Adult School

12.4.2.4 Summer Curriculum Work
12.4.2.56 PAR Panel

12.4.2.6 Hourly Intervention Program

1243 The hourly pay rates for the duties listed in paragraph 12.4.2 of
this Arlicle are specified on the Cerlificated Salary Schedule,
Appendix B.12.4.4

Hourly Salary Rate

Teachers who perform instructional work beyond the regular workday or school
year other than those listed in paragraph 12.4.2 of this Arficle shall be paid at
their hourly salary rate as defined in Article 3.



ARTICLE XIV: SCHOOL CALENDAR

14.1

14.2
14.3

14.4

14.6

14.7

The Association and District wil negotiate a mutually acceptafale calendar no
later than May 15. .

The current school year calendar is attached as Appendix J.

Effective with the 2010 — 2011 school year, the work year will change from
188 days to 185 days, with the Certificated Salary Schedule reflecting the
change (reduced by 1.6%).

Teachers who are new 1o the Lindsay Unified School District shall work 180 days
plijs 1 for a total of 191 contract days. Fully credentialed teachers (prefiminary or
clear) new to the District, shall be paid $200 per day, while less than fully
credentialed teachers shall be paid $100 per day for the five (&) additional pre-
service days. Teachers who mentor during these five (5) pre-service days shall
be paid.the hourly rate of pay. If funds are not available to support the. pre-
service days, new teachers shall work a 185+1 (186)-day calendar.

Minimum days shall be held for:

14.6.1 each set (5 days).of parent conferences;
14.6.2 the days preceding Thanksgiving and Winter breaks;
14.6.3 the last teaching day of school.

The Association shall provide. the District with one in-service day. The District
and the teachers shall mutually agree to the content and the date when such in-
service fraining shall be provided. '



ARTICLE XViI:

TEACHING HOURS AND LOADS

171

Teaching Hours

17.1.1 The tength of the teacher work day, including preparation time,  lunch,
refief periods and time required before and after school, shall not exceed seven

and one-half (7 1/2) hours. .

17.1.2 No teacher shall regulary be reqwred to report for

duty more than thirty (30) minutes before the beginning of the

students® regular school day. Upon mutual agreement between the

teacher and principal, flexibility in starting and ending times of

the work day will be allowed, based on reasonable cause.

for addi

17.1.3 In no instance will the teacher wom-week exceed
thirty-seven and one-half (37 1/2) hours.

17.1.4 Each teacher shall be entitled to an uninterrupted
lunch period of at least thirty (30) minutes each day.

17.1.5 Daily average instructional time at each grade level
shall be in compliance with the requirements of EC §46201.
17.1.6 The District may make adjustmenté in instructional
contact time necessary to meet the minimum pupil instructional time
itional revenue pursuant o EC §46201.

17.1.7 Instructional schedules must allow schodl sites to
offer all core classes and at least cne elective class.

17.1.8 There shall be no minimum or maximum number of

periods per day or per block if the instructional schedule is spread

over two (2) days.

unigue

17.1.9 Instructional minutes per period may be reduced
(“carved out”) in order to create at least one period of time for

course offerings or mandated content, (e.g., ELI or’

Homeroomy}.

172

Preparation and Planning Time

17.2.1 Full ime teacher of grades K-6 shall have three
hundred forty-five (345) minutes for planning and preparation per

five day week, which will include break time when a teacher is

assigned before or after school duties. On the designated



17.3

Wednesday Staff Development Days, Staff Development shall
commence na later than 1:30 p.m. If Wednesday Staff
Development days are eliminated, preparation time will retum
to four hundred-fifty (450) minutes per five day week.
17.2.2 No Junior or Senior High teacher shall have more than
three (3) separate course preparations per day without his voluntary
conseni, except in cases where it would be impractical to fill
the teacher’s dafly teaching schedule with only three (3)
preparations. |
17.2.3 Teachers will receive a preparation period equal in
length o the length of the majority of scheduled periods. (e.g.; nine
(9)-period day; eight (8) pen'odé are fifty (50) minutes in length each,
one (1) period is thirty (30} minutes in length; teachers
preparation period would be fifty (50) minutes in length.) Teacher
preparation time may be every day or every cther day depending on the
adoptéd schedule.
| 17.2.4 Preparation periods may be every other day if on an alternating block
schedule.
17.2.5 Schedules (annual schedules or master schedules) wili be negotiated at
the site leve! and will be adopted by a vote of the majority of cerfificated
staff defined as teachers and administraﬁvé staff. Any adopted schedule
will meet program requirements, including at least one (1) elective, and
will not violate State, and/or Federal mandates or local governing board
policy. Association Site Representatives shall ensure that the LTA
Board has an opportunity fo review any plans before a vote is taken at
any individual schoo! site. The District shall not bear any responsibility
for site representative and LTA Executive Board interaction or
decisions. ' '

Faculty Meetings

17.3.1 There shall be no more than one (1) mandated faculty meeting
per week. Such meetings shall be during the first or last thirly (30) '
minutes of the seven and one-half (7 1/2) hour work day.
However, fallure to attend meetings beyond the required times

shall not be interpreted as disinterest on the part of the teacher.



17.4

17.3.2 Nothing in this section shall prevent a site administrator from changing
the work day to accomimodate special meetings as long as the teacher

work week as defined in paragraph 17.1.3 of this Article is not

exceeded.
17.3.3 With respect te the faculty meetings referred to in section 17.3.1
of this Article the immediate supervisor who calls such meetings

shall provide teachers with an agenda for the meeting at least one

(1) day before said meeting is held. The principal shalt permit

teachers, either individually or through a commiittee, to place items

on the agenda. |
17.34 Emérgeﬁcy mé.etin-gs will be acceptable. “Emergency” shall be
defined as an unforeseeable, unanticipated circumstance

requiring immediate aciion.

Other Provisions

17.4.1 Full-ime teachers who are under contract to provide daily instruction
throughout the school year in place of their preparation period, or in
excess of the number of periods as set forth in section 17.1.6 of this
Article, shall receive added compensation as follows:
174141 Elementary teachers, continuation school teachers, and
secondary teachers in self-contained classrooms shall '
receivé an amount based on the number of minutes
taught divided by the maximum number of daiiy
instructional contact minutes as set forth in section
17.1.5 of this Article. |
17412 Secondaty teachefs shiall receive the equivalent of one
{1) divided by the total number of periods per school
day of their annual salary per year.
17.4.1.3 A confract for less than a full year shall be prorated.
17 4.2 Acceptance of a contract to teéch an additional instructional
period beyond that required in Section 17.1.6 of this Article
shalt be voluntary. No teacher shall receive pressure from the
District to accept such an assignment.
17.4.3 Teachers who are assigned the following services to the
District beyond the seven and one-half (7 1/2} hour day shall



be paid at their hourly pay rate as defined in Article 3,
“Definitions” of this Agreement:
17.4.3.1 Campus Supervision
17.4.32 .  Supervision or chaperoning of extracurmicular
activities at which the general public pays.for_ admission.
17.4.4 Co-curricular activities and events for which no compensation
will be provided are: '

17.4.4.1 Service on curriculum committee

17.4.4.2 Parent/Teacher conferences

17.4.4.3 Organizing and supervising academic field trips
for students

17.4.4.4 Planning and coordinating siudent assembiy
programs

17445 Attendance at *Back to School Night” or *Open |
House” programs‘
174486 Student Dances
17.4.5 Nothing in this Articte shall be interpreted as preventing a
teacher from veluntanily providing services to the Disirict on a
no-cost basis. ) '
17.4.6 If the teacher is a member of the development and/or review
teams for a student assigned to his classroom, equivalent
release time, at mutually agreeable fimes, shall be provided if
the meetings occur ouiside the seven and one-half (7 1/2)
hour day.
17-4.7 When the resource teacher's duties as a member of the
development and/or review teams for a student cause the
teacher to attend meetings beyond the seven and one-half
(71/2) hour day, equivalent release time at mutually agreeable
times shall be provided. This includes general in-service or
staff meetings held by the District rejated to the Special
Education program.

ARTICLE XVIII: TRANSFERS AND ASSIGNMENTS
18.1 Voluntary Transfer (EC § 35036)




18.2

18.1.1 A teacher may submit a request for transféer at any time, whether
or not a vacancy exists.

18.1.2 A teacher may request a voluntary transfer to take effect during
the schaool year or at the beginning of the nex{ school year, A
written request shall be sent to the District Office. The request
shall be kept on file for one (1) full year if requested. Where the
request is made for a transfer to take effect at the beginning of
the next school year, it shall be made no later than May 1 of the
schoal year preceding the effective date.

18.1.3 If two (2) or more teachers apply for and are gualified for a
posﬁion declared vacant by the District, the following‘ciriteria

* shali be applied in selecting the individual to fill the position:
18,1.3.1 Experience, training, and eredential of the teacher
compared to other candidates for the position to be
ﬁ[led, including any special skills or areas of study
emphasis that are spec’rﬁcéliy applicable and
educationally related fo the position in question.
18.1.3.2. Proven high performance based on pre\;rious

evaluations.

Involuntary Transfer

18.2.1 I[nvoluntary transfers shail be for good .and sufiicient reasons, . based

exclusivély on the {égiﬁmate, educationally-related needs ofthe  Disfrict.

18.2.2 Whenever a vacancy occurs, the District shall seek voluntsers  prior  to
making an involuntary fransfer.

18.2.3 Teachers shall be given notification in writing of any administrative

requests that they be transferred for the coming  school year and excepting

_unforeseen circumstances, such notification shall occur by May 1.

18.2.4 A meeting between the teacher and his current immediate SUpeTVisor
shall be held before a new transfer is made. At that time the teacher will
be notified in writing as to the reason or reasons for the proposed
transfer. A meeting with the Superiniendent may be requested, if
necessary.



18.2.5 Teachers who must be invecluntarily transferred from their current
positions because of declining enrollment, eliminafion of program(s)
and/or funding, or for other similar reasons, shall have the right to apply
for any vacancies that may exst within the District at that time or that
may become existent during the summer vacation period.
18.2.8 An involuntary transfer shall fill no vacancy if there is a qualified
voluntary candidate available who is acceptable in  professional
qualities and whose transfer is in the best interest of the educational
needs of the District.
18.2.7 When considering the filing of an existing: vacancy through an
involuntary transfer,  the’ fo[iowing criteria  shall be applied in
selecting the individual fo fill the positiorn:
18.2.7.1 Experience and recent training of the teacher in
comparison {o others available for the position to be

filled;

18.2.7.2 Special skills and personal qualifications of the teacher in
comparison to those possessed by others available for

the position to be filied; |

18.2.7.3 if the above factors are reasohably equal among two (2)
or more potential transferees, the teacher with the least

District-wide seniority who is properly certificated to

perform the service shall be selected.

18.2.8 A teacher who has been involuntarily transferred shall not be
involuntarily transferred again the following year.

18.2.9 In the event a teacher is transferred during the school year, the
teacher may request and the district shall grant a minimum of
one (1) day of released time for preparation prior to the effective
date of the fransfer. Upon request, classified personnel shall
be provided to assist the teacher in packing and transporting
supplies and materials.

18.3 Involuntary Transfer for Cause

No teacher shall be fransferred for cause unless the District has fulfiled its
obligation to evaluate such teacher in accordance with the procedures outlined in
Arficle XIX {Teacher Evaluation Procedures). '



18.4 Assignments _
18.4.1 A teacher may request a change in assignment fo take effect
during the school year or at the beginning of the next school year.
Wiitien requests shall be sent to the teacher's immediate supervisor.
These shall be kept'on file for one (1) year if requested.
18.4.2 All teachers shall receive their tentative assignments in
writing rio later than May 1 of each year.
18.4.3 A change in assignment shall be based exciusively on the
legitimate, educationally-related needs of the District.
18.4.4 In the event of a change in assignment, the teacher shali have
the right to request, and shall receive written reasons, as to why a
change of assignment was made by the District.
- 18.4.5 All requests for change of assignment shall be considered on
the basis of the criteria as stated above in 18.1.1. All qualified
applicants shali be intervieweci.
18.4.6 When considering the filling of a vacancy through reaésignment
where no voluntary applicants are available, the criteria in 18.2.7
shall be applied.
18.4.7 Teachers will be advised of paid extra duty assignments as early
in the school year as possible after the determination of such
assignmenis.
18.4.8 All extra duty assignments shall be on a strictly voluntary basis.
18,5 Vacancies .
© 18.5.1 Avacancy is any vacated or newly created position within the unit, or
any position which has had a change in status (i.e., partfime to full-
time). The District also places high value on encouraging qualified
teachers fo be aware of and apply for guidance and administrative
openings. Te that end, when the District determines that such an
‘opening exists, the opening will be posted in keeping with 18.5.2. At
each District school site, when qualified fully credential teachefs at that
site have had first opportunity to be considered for a voluntary
reassignment, any vacated or newly created position remaining shall be
posted as a vacancy, inviting fceacher's from other sites within the District

to apply for a voluntary transfer. If, at the conclusion of this process,



there continues to be an unfilled vacancy, qualified applicants from out
of the District will be considered. During the summer, reasonable effort
will be made to communicate opportunities for voluntary reassignment.
Section 18.5.3 wilt apply o posting opportunities for voluntary transfer.
18.5.2 Netices of teacher vacancies shall be posted for at least ten (10)
days on the association bulletin board in each building during the
teacher work year. Such notices shall be posted as soon as the
District determines that a vacancy exists, and shall include the
position description and location, grade level or subject matter
assignment, and credential requirements. Vacancies shall not be
filled until the ten (10) —day posting period has elapsed.
18.5.3 All vacancy notices shall be made available during the summer
the Association and all teachers requesting such notice.'
18.5.4 All qualified applicants shall be interviewed.
18.5.5 The District shall, upon request of the teacher, deliver, in wiiting,
the reasons for tha teacher not receiving the assignment to the
vacancy.
18.5.6 Currently- employad Districtteacl'"ne-rs who have applied for and
are qualified shall be given first consideration when filiing teacher

vacancies, prior to consideration of non-employees.

ARTICLE X0(: PEER ASSISTANCE AND REVIEW

Article 20 — Archived 2009

ARTICLE XIX: TEACHER EVALUATION PROCEDURES

19.1 Cer’ciﬁcated evaluation shall be based only on relevant matters gathered during

- direct observations and interviews.
19.2 Every probationary teacher shall be evaluated by the administration in writing at
least once every school year. This evaluation shall take place By May 1.

.18.3 Every permanent tea(;,her shall be evaluated in writing at least cnee every other
year. This evaluation shall take place by May 1. In the event that a permanent
teacher is given an unsatisfactory evaluation, that teacher shall be evaluated
annually until that teacher achieves a proficient evaluation or is separated from
the District. ‘ ' :



194

19.5

19.6

19.7

19.8

19.8

The District shall evaluate and assess teacher competency as it reasonably
relates to the following areas, pursuant to EC §445662:
19.4.1 The progress of pupils toward the standards established by the
District.
19.4.2 The instructional techniques and strategies used by the Teacher.
19.4.3 The Teachers adherence to curricular objectives.
19.4.4 The establishment and maintenance of a suitable leaming environment, |
within the scope of the Teacher’s responsibilities.
19.4.5 Those parts of the educational program fer which they are responsible
and accountable. '

- The evaIuatibri and assessment of the Teacher's competence pursuant to

Section 19.4 of this Article shall not inciude the use of publisher’s norms
established by standardized tests. Nothing in this Article shall be construed as in
any way limiting the District to develop and adopt additional evaluation and
assessment guidelines or criteria. The District shall seek input from the District
Assessment Committees when establishing standards of student achievement.
Within the first month of instruction of the year in which evaluation is to take
place, the evaluator and Teacher(s) shall meet and mutually agree to the
elements upon which the evaluation is to be based. Failure to reach agreement
on the elements and/or components of the evaluation shall necessitate that the
Superintendent make the final determination. During the course of the evaluation
periad, mitigating circumstances may arise which require medification of the
evaluation parameters.

Cariificated svaluations af each school site shall be conducted by the principal or
the assistant principal, who has been frained and qualified to evaluaie said
personnel. ' i
District level administrators may be assigned to evaluate persennel in emergency
situations due to the absence of the site principal or on such occasions when, by
rutual agreement of the Teacher and the site principal, it is deemed to be i'n the |
best interest of the teacher to have a supplementary evaluation in addition to the
evaluation of the principal or assistant principal.

The evaluation of permanent teachers shall be based upon at least one (1)

formal observation.



19.10

19.11

18.12

19.13

19.14

19.15

19.16

The evaluator shall notify the teacher being evaluated that at least one (1)
scheduled formatl ohservation shall cceur, and notice of such an observation shall
be given at least two (2) days in advance of that observation. Unscheduled
observations may be conducted at any time.

The evaluation of probationary teachers shall be based upon at least three (3)
observations. The first formal observation shall take place between the sixth (6™)
and twelith (1 2% weeks of instruction. At least three (3) observations, two (2) of
which shall be scheduled, shall take place prior to any negative comments or
judgments being included in the summary evaluation.

Any teacher who receives an unsatisfactory formal obseniahon shail, upon
request, be ent[ﬂed to a subsequent ohservation by a certrr' cated administrator,
mutually agreeable to the teacher and pringipal.

Following an unsatisfactory formal observation, the teacher's evaluator shall take
affimative action to assist the teacher fo correct any cited deficlencies. Such
action shall include specific recommendations for improvement and direct,
regular, frequent and on-going assistance in implementing such
recommendations. Such assistance may inelude release time for the teacherfo
visit and observe other similar classes in other schools.

In the event that a teacher receives an unsatisfactory final evaluation, the teecher
will be assigned a “performance assistance coach” or PAC. A PAC will receive
an annual stipend of two thousand dollars ($2000).

Th‘eteacher, the PAC, and the primary evaluator shall prepare an Individual
Assistance Plan (IAP) outlining the assistance to be provided. The 1AP shall
focus on areas identified by the teacher’s evaluator as “unsatisfactory” in the
performance evaluation that resulted in the unsatisfactory rating and shall include
hut not be limited to the following: classroom observations by the PAC;
opportunities for the teacher to observe exemplary practice by exemplary
teachers; and district-provided professional develepment opportunities.
Communication and consultation between the teacher, PAC, and the

principal/evaluator shali be ongoing.

. The PAC shall submit a written final report regardihg the feacher’s progress in

meeting AP goals no later than the last teacher work day in April. The contents
of this report shall not be used in the written final evaluation prepared by the

primary evaluator. The report shall describe the measures of assistance provided



19.17

16.18

19.18

to the teacher and the results of the assistance in the area(s) recommended for
improvement. The final report shall be attached to the teacher’s final written
evaluation and shall become a part of the teacher's personnel file. The teacher
~ shall have the opportuntty to attach comments to the final report.

Nothing in this article precludes the principalfevaluator or District from conducting
informal observations nor from .notifying the teacher verbally and/or in wriing
regarding incidents or events related to the teacher’s fulfillment of his
professional obligations,
Any empldyee with “unsatisfactory” evaluations in two (2) consecutive schoo!

~ years shall remain at their current salary step and class untit a.
*satisfactory” evaluation has been aftained. Upon recelvmg a “satisfactory”
evaluation, the employee will continue with the next step available.

The current District evaluatior/observation report forms are attached as

" Appendix E/F.

ARTICLE XXI: DUE PROCESS FOR DISCIPLINE LESS THAN DISMISSAL

21.1

212

21.3

21.4

Disciplinary action in the form of dismissal shall be in accordance with the appropriate
provisions of the-Educatioh'Code ("EC?) and for "just cause” as defined in the EC and/or
other applicable laws.

Employees may be disciplined for just cause resulting from violations of EC §44932 et.
seq and/or violations of Board policies and administrative rules and regulations of which
the employee has previously heen made aware.

The procedures set forth herein will be utilized for discipline less than dismissal. Conduct
that is of such a hature that injures or threatens to injure the éafety of pupils or other
employees or causes substantial disruption to the educational program can justify
skipping steps in the progressive discipline process and/or warrant the Disirict
procesding directly fo términation. [t is mutually acknowledged that unusually serious
behavior and/or exceptional conditions can resutt in full or partial bypass of one or more
levels of “progressive discipling’ identified in 21.4, below. A

Any procedural defects regarding the process for discipline less than dismissal will be

 resolved through the Article VII: Grievance Procedure beginning at Step 2.



215 At any step in process defined below, the bargaining unit member is entitled o be

represented by the Association.

21.5.1

2152

2153

2154

2155

Level One: Verbal Warning: The bargaining unit member shall be

provided with a verbal warning identifying the aci(s) and/or cmission(s)
along with direction of the District's expectations and suggestions for
improvement. The verbal waming will be documented in a conference
memo.

Level Two: Wiitten Waming: If a similar andfor separate act or omission

occurs, the bargaining unit member shall be provided with a written
warning identifying the act and/or omission along with direction of the
District’s expectations and suggestions for improv'ement.

Level Three: Written Reprimand: if a similar and/or separale act or

omission occurs, the bargaining unit member shall be provided with a

written reprimand identifying the act and/or omissicn along with direction

. of the District's expectaticns and suggestions for improvement.

Level Four: Three Day Differential Pay Suspension: If a similar and/or ‘

separate act or omission occurs, the bargaining unit member shall be

suspended for up to three (3) days and paid at the differential pay rate

(Article 3.11). The bargaining unit member shall be provided a written

notice under 21.5.6 informing the employee of the oppdrtunity for a
meeting with the Superintendent/Designee. Formal discipline will not be
imposed nor pay ded_ucted uniit a meeting with the Superintendent/
Designee occurs. The decision of thé Supérintendenthesignee shall be
final. . _
Level Five: Four {4) to Twelve (12) Day Unpaid Suspension:

If a similar and/or separate act and/or omission occurs, the bargaining
unit member shall be suspended for a maximum of twelve (12) days
without pay. The bargaining unit member shall be provided.a writfen
notice in_forming the employee of the opportunity for a meeting with the
Superintendent/Designee. Thereafter, the employee may” request a
hearing before the Board. If the employee requests a hearing, discipline
shall not be impesed nor pay deducted prior to a closed session Board

hearing. The decision of the Board will be final.



21.6

21.7

21.8

21.8

2156 Procedures for Unpaid Suspension: Personal sefvice or service by

certified mail of the written natice of any suspensidn will be made upon
the bargalning unit member by the Superintendeni/Designee. The notice
of suspension will contain:

21.5.8.1 A statement of the specific acts or omissions upoen
' . which the proposed discipline is based; and
21.56.2 A statement of the cause(s) for which the discipline
) is recommended; and '
21.586.3 The applicable EC section, board policy, rule,
regulation, or directive violated; and ‘
21.56.4 The recommended discipline and effective da;te"(s);
and '
21.5.65 Copies_ of all documentary evidence upon which the

recommendation is based, and
21.5.6.6 A statement of the unit member's right to a mee’dné
with the Superintendent/Designes and the right to
~ reguest a hearing before the Governing Board for
an unpaid suspension more than three (3) days
pursuant to 21.5.4 and 21.5.5 of this agreement.
All documentation related to disciplinary action shall become part of the employee's
permanent personnel file. Disciplinary documentation four years and older may be
removed/destroyed upon written request of the bargaining unit member. -
The bargaining unit member may respond in writing to any recommended disciplinary
action. The District will append any prior written warnings, reprimands, andfor
suspension documents, as well as complete copies of all bargaining unit member
responses to those documents. The bargaining unit member will sign and date the
proposed disciplinary action to acknowledge receipt.
All disciplinary action shall be initiated within ten (10) days of the alleged act(s) or
omission(s) or within ten (days) of the District's knowledge of the alleged aci(s) or
omission(s).

Administrative Leave: In the event a unit member is placed on administrative leave, a

nofice conforming to the specifications set forth above will be pérsonaliy served, or

served by certified mail, on.the bargaining unit member. Full benefits and seniority status



21.10

shall remain in force while the unit member is on paid administrative leave. Such ieave

will not be considered disciplinary.

Education Code: This Article is intended, for the purpose of suspension, to replace the
provisions of EC §44844, as to unpaid suspensions for up to twelve (12) days and does
not apply td suspension pursuant to EC Section 44838, 44940, or 44842. Nothing in this
Arficle is intended fo preclude the _District’s right to release probationary bargaining unit

members.



Lindsay Unified School District
CERTIFICATED OBSERVATION FORM

Teacher: Date:
School Site: Observer:
Observation: | |1 M2 [13 Grade andfor Subject:

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD ONE:
ENGAGING & SUPPORTING ALL STUDENTS IN LEARNING (Strategies)

[711-1 Connecling student’s prior knowledge, [ife experience, and interest with leaming goals

[J1-2 Using a variety of instructional strategies and resources to respond io students’ diverse neads

[34-3 Fadilitafing learning experiences that promote autonomy, interactions, and choica

[]1-4 Engaging siudents in problem solving, eritical thinking, and other activities that make subject matter meaningfil
[11-5 Promoting selt-directed, reflective leaming for all students ‘

COMMENTS:

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD TWO:
CREATING & MAINTAINING EFFECTIVE ENVIRONMENTS FOR STUDENT LEARNING (Methods/Strategies)

[[J2-1 Creating a physleal environment that engages all students

[]2-2 Establishing a ciimate that promotes faimess and respect

[]2-3 Premsting sodial deve[obment and group responsibility

T]2-4 Establishing and maintaining standards for student behavior

[d2-5 Planning and implementing classroom procedures and routines that support student leaming

| [M2-8 Using instructional time effectively

COMMENTS:

hitp-/fwww Jindsay k12 ca.usfiles/dep_men u_561.dos
Page 1 of 3




CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD THREE:
UNDERSTANDING & ORGANIZING SUBJECT FOR STUDENT LEARNING (Subject Matter)

["]3-1 Demonstrating knowledge of subject matter content and student development

[ 132 Organizing curriculum to support student understanding of subject matter
13-3 Interrelating ideas and information within and across subject matier areas
[3-4 Developing student understanding through instructional strategles that are appropriate fo the subject matter

[13-5 Using materials, resources and technologies to make subject matter accessible fo students

COMMENTS:

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD FOUR:
PLANNING INSTRUCTION & DESIGNING LEARNING EXPERIENCES FOR ALL STUDENTS (Methodoiogy)

[ ]14-1 Drawing on and vatuing student’s backgrounds, interests, and developmental leaming needs

[14-2 Establishing and articulating goals for student learning

[]4-3 Developing and sequencing instructional activities and materials for student learing
[]4-4 Designing short-term and long-term plans fo foster student leaming

[[4-5 Modifying instructional plans to adjust for student needs

COMMENTS:

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD FIVE:
ASSESSING STUDENT LEARNING {Methods and Strategies)

[15-1 Establishing and communicating iearning geals for all students

[[15-2 Collecting and using multiple sources of information to assess student learning
[15-3 Involving and guiding all students in assessing their own learning
[M5-4 Using the results of assessments fo guide instruction

[[15-5 Communicating with students, families, and other audiences about student progress

COMMENTS:

hitp:/ferww lindsay.k12.ca. us/ilesfdep_menu_561.doc
Page 2 of 3 .




CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD SiX:
DEVELOPING AS A PROFESSIONAL EDUCATOR -

[ J6-1 Reflecting on teaching practice and planning professional development

[6-2 Establishing professional goals and pursuing oppertunities fo grow prefessionally
[16-3 Working with communities to improve professional practice
[18-4 Working with families to improve professional practice

[6-5 Working with colleagues to improve professional practice

COMMENTS:

» SUMMARY COMMENTS:

« TEACHER COMMENTS (Whitten responses wilf be accepted and attached fo this record if submifted
within ten (10) working days from the date of evaluation.)

This report has been discussed with me in conference by the principal.

Position: Date:

Observer's Signature Teacher's Signature®

Date Date

* The teacher’s signature does not constitute endorsement, but indicates the she/he has read the
evaluation.
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Lindsay Unified School District
CERTIFICATED FINAL EVALUATION FORM

Teacher: Years of Service:

Evaluator: Grade and/or Subject:

School Site: Date:

EVALUATION CODE

“Proficient” indicates competent, satisfactory performance acceptable to the district (May be

accompanied by a comment).

“Needs to lmprove”

indicates weakness in performance and in need of strengthening before the next
evaluation (Requires a comment).

“Unsatisfactory” indicates unacceptable performance and in need of strengthening before the next
evaluation {Requires a comment).
One *Unsatisfactory” in Standards Onse through Five will initiate referral to PAR.
CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD ONE: 4‘
ENGAGING & SUPPORTING ALL STLUDENTS IN LEARNING (Strategies)
[Proficient 1-1 Connecting student's prior knowledge, life experience, and interast with
[ INeeds fo improve Ieaming goals
. 1-2 Using a variety of instructional strategies and resources to respond 1o
[Unsatisfactory siudents’ diverse needs ‘
1-3 Facilitating leaming experiences that promote autonomy, interactions, and
choices -
1-4 Engaging students in prablem solving, critical thinking, and other activities
that make sublect matter meaningful
1-5 Promoting self-direcied, reflective learning for all students
COMMENTS:

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD TWO:

CREATING & MAINTAINING EFFECTIVE ENVIRONMENTS FOR STUDENT LEARNING (Methods/Strategies)

CiProficient
[INeeds fo improve
[ Unsatisfactory

CONMMENTS:

2-1 Creating a physical environment that éngages all students
2-2 Establishing a climate that promotes fairness and respect
2-3 Promoting social development and group responsibility

2-4 Establishing and maintaining standards for student behavior

2-5 Planning and implementing classroom procedures and routines that
support student leaming

2-6 Using instructional time eifectively

hitp2Awarw indsay k12 ca.us/fies/dep_menu_238.doc
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CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD THREE:
UNDERSTANDING & ORGANIZING SUBJECT FOR STUDENT LEARNING (Subject Matter)

[CIProficient 3-1 Demonstrating knowledge of subject matter content and student

[INeeds to improve development

[Unsatissactory 3-2 Organizing curriculum fo support student understanding of subject matter

3-3 lhterre!aﬁng ideas and information within and across subject matter areas

3-4 Developing student understanding through instructional strategies that are
appropriate to the subject matter

3-5 Using materials, resources and technologies to make subject matter
accessible to students

COMMENTS:

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD FOUR:
PLANNING INSTRUCTION & DESIGNING LEARNING EXPERIENCES FOR ALL STUDENTS (Methodology)

[]Proﬁcnent 4-1 Prawing on and valuing student’s backgrounds, interests, and
[Needs to improve developmental learning needs
[Munsatisfactory 4-2 Establishing and articulating goals for student learning

4-3 Developing and sequencing instructional activities and materials for
student leaming

4-4 Designing short-term and iong-term plans to foster student learning
4-5 Modifying instructional plans to adjust for student needs

COMMENTS:

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD FIVE:
ASSESSING STUDENT LEARNING (Methods and Strgtegies)

[ IProficient 5-1 Establishing and communicating leaming goals for all students
[ INeeds to improve 5-2 Collecting and using multiple sources of information to assess student
[Unsatisfactory learning

5-3 Involving and guiding all students in assessing their own leaming

5-4 Using the results of assessments o guide instruction

5-5 Communicating with students, families, and other audiences about
student pregrass

COMMENTS:

http-/wwew.lindsay.k12.ca.us/ffles/dep_menu_239.doc
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GALIFORNIA STANDARDS OF THE TEACHING PROFESSION STANDARD SIX:
DEVELOPING AS A PROFESSIONAL EDUCATOR

[iProficient 6-1 Reflecting on teaching practice and planning professional developrent
[Needs to improve 5.2 Establishing professional goals and pursting opportunities to grow
[Unsatisfactory professionally 7

§-3 Working with commiunities to improve professional practice

6-4 Working with families to improve professional practice

8-5 Working with colleagues to improve professicnal practice
COMMENTS:

+« COMMENDATIONS:

« RECOMMENDATIONS needed for improving teacher performance. (required where criteria are
indicated as “Needs fo Improve” or “Unsatisfaciory”):

« TEACHER COMMENTS: (Written responses will be accepted and attached to this record if submittéd
within ten (10) working days from the date of evaluation.)

CONTINUED SERVICE:

Recommended {Proficient) : M
Recommended, (Needs to Improve): 1
Recommended (Unsatisfactory, Referred to PAR)  [']
Not Recommended (Unsatisfastory): ]

This report has been discussed with me in conference by the principal.

Principal’s Signature Teacher's Signature®

Date Date

* The teacher’s signature does not constitute endorsement, but indjcates that she/he has read the
evaluation.
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